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)ÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔÏÒÙ 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ 

School Committee Message 
 

The Reading School Committee, in collaboration with the Reading School District Administration, is 
pleased to present the FY 2016 School Budget to Town Meeting.  This budget meets the fiscal guidelines 
mandated by the Reading Finance Committee in that the percentage increase is 2.5%. 

It is important to note that as a School Committee we are respectful of the process and have great 
admiration for the volunteers who collaborated to set forth the aforementioned guidelines, but we 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƘƛǊƪƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ŦƛŘǳŎƛŀǊȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ 
concerns with what was needed or required to meet the 2.5%.  Frankly put, programmatic costs, 
mandates and inflationary factors are rising at a rate higher than 2.5% causing the Administration and 
School Committee to repurpose and reallocate existing funds and raise fees and offsets to stay within 
the guidelines without taking a step backwards.  

Through the above, we are able to add two curriculum coaches and an additional grade 1 teacher at 
Joshua Eaton Elementary School.  The curriculum coaches, whose initial mission will be to align the 
teaching at our five elementary schools,  were the result of much discussion.  The Superintendent has 
provided evidence that these positions will be a great benefit to our teachers and ultimately our 
students as we navigate the ever changing curriculum frameworks coupled with the need to implement 
more up to date and successful teaching methods.  The grade 1 teacher is necessary to maintain the 
School Committee goal of keeping K-2 class sizes at 18-22.    

However, as intimated, these positive steps were partially addressed financially through repurposing, 
but the balance required no other alternatives but to increase the use of offsets, raise user fees and 
reduce paraeducator hours.  All three received considerable discussion leading to a reasonable comfort 
level for the School Committee to move forward with the plan. 

¦ǎƛƴƎ ƻŦŦǎŜǘǎ ǘƻ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ άwƻō tŜǘŜǊ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ tŀǳƭέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ōǳŘƎŜǘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ 
we were reasonably assured by our Director of Finance that while not optimal our offsets will still be at a 
safe level after doing this.   

Raising fees is never popular, but it has been four years since this has been done, the amount was 
modest and we have in place a process to help those in need.  Therefore, we moved this 
recommendation forward.   

And, a last minute $75,000 increase in available revenue helped us mitigate some of the cuts in 
paraeducator hours to a level where we were assured by the building principals that they are 
comfortable to move forward with. 

The Reading Public Schools will continue to be challenged both financially and educationally.  Financially 
ǿŜ ƳŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻƴŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ 
by other means that will ultimately require a discussion by Town Leaders, Town Meeting and the 
community as a whole. 
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Educationally, The Reading Public Schools, with the support of the Reading School Committee, continues 
the journey of preparing our students to be independent, successful and creative members of our ever-
changing, global society.  However, one goes with the other and we continue to bend but will ultimately 
ōǊŜŀƪ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅ 
additional needs to move the District forward. 

The Reading School Committee would like to thank the School Administration for its efforts during the 
budget process.  Additionally, the Committee appreciates the collaborative participation and hard work 
of the Town Manager, school department employees, parents, community members and elected and 
appointed officials 

Respectfully, 

Christopher Caruso 

Chair, Reading School Committee 

3ÕÐÅÒÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÎÔȭÓ -ÅÓÓÁÇÅ  
 
I respectfully present to the School Committee and the Community the FY2016 {ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
Recommended Budget of $41,350,043 representing an increase of $1,032,070 or 2.56%.  This base 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ CƛƴŀƴŎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ 
with the available revenue projections of the Community, which are restricted by an annual structural 
revenue deficit, combined with an inadequate Chapter 70 funding formula and minimal state aid 
funding increases.   Unfortunately, the budget presented results in a reduction of $849,620 from a 4.7% 
level serviced budget.  In order to reach the 2.56% base budget, $849,620 in budget reductions to both 
personnel and non-personnel areas, combined with offset increases were made.  In addition, there are 
proposed increases in user fees for athletics, extra-curricular activities, and non-mandatory bus 
transportation.  These fees have not increased since 2010.   
 
The base budget attempts to achieve the multi-year goals of our school system, while staying within the 
fiscal constraints of our available community resources.  It also restructures several areas to fund 
needed positions and services in the areas of learning and teaching and special education.  It includes 
funding to primarily address the following budget drivers: 
 

¶ All salary and benefit obligations to employees per the collective bargaining agreement 

¶ Non-union salary and benefit increases in line with COLA adjustments for collective bargaining 
units 

¶ Anticipated increases in special education transportation and known out of district special 
education tuition increases, along with a decrease in circuit breaker reimbursement due to less 
students who cost greater than the required threshold of services 

¶ Anticipated increases in natural gas costs when our contract concludes in June, 2015 
 
Not included in this budget are funds for extraordinary increases in water and sewer or electricity rates, 
unanticipated enrollment increases, or unanticipated special education costs related to out of district 
ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘǳƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
plan.  Funding that remains within the base budget will be used to continue several strategic initiatives 
that have been and are continuing to be implemented in our schools including: 
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¶ Implementing the Literacy and Mathematics Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks, Educator 
Evaluation System, and District Determined and Local Measures of Student Success 

¶ Addressing the academic, social, and emotional needs of all students through the 
implementation of the Multi- Tiered System of Support 

 
Our base budget also allows us to continue maintaining our low class sizes (18-22) in Kindergarten 
through Grade 2, our middle school interdisciplinary model, our behavioral health initiatives, our 
technology infrastructure, all of our regular day programs, and our school facilities. 
 
In order to achieve the above priorities and to continue to move forward our school district towards its 
mission and vision of Instilling a Joy of Learning and Inspiring the Innovative Leaders of Tomorrow, we 
have restructured several existing resources in the base budget to fund critical programs and positions.  
This restructuring of funds would have occurred regardless of next ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 
the following:  
 
Figure A: FY16 Budget Restructuring 

 

Restructured Position/Resource Restructured Area to Fund Position/Resource 

Grade 1 Teacher at Joshua Eaton Kindergarten Class Size Paraeducators at Joshua 
Eaton 

K-8 Mathematics Coach Professional Development 

K-8 Literacy Coach Professional Development 

Technician School Transformation Grant Savings 

Technology Replenishment Per Pupil Building Budgets 

Program Director for Student Support Program 
and Therapeutic Support Program 

Middle/High School Transition Psychologist 

Board Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) Special Education Consulting 

 
These above positions and resources are critical to the ongoing improvement of our school district.  The 
Grade 1 Teacher at Joshua Eaton is to address current over-enrolled kindergarten classes which 
currently have an average class size of 24.5.  The K-8 Mathematics and Literacy Coaches are necessary to 
provide ongoing instructional support in mathematics and literacy as the district continues to transition 
to full implementation of the Massachusetts Mathematics and Literacy Frameworks.  An additional 
technician is necessary to address the ongoing technology network and hardware learning needs of our 
district as we increase the use of technology and mobile learning devices in grades K-12.  The additional 
technology replenishment funds brings the district back to pre-FY15 Budget levels and allows us to 
continue to strive towards a 5 to 6 year technology replacement cycle for student and staff computers.  
A program director for our K-12 Student Support Program and High School Therapeutic Support program 
is critical in providing leadership and vertical articulation to a program that addresses the needs of our 
most emotionally fragile students.  Finally, the Board Certified Behavior Analyst (BCBA) brings in house a 
person who can provide behavior consultation to our special education programs in a cost effective 
manner.  It should be emphasized that the above restructuring efforts do not increase the FY16 budget. 
 
In addition, we are fortunate that the Town of Reading and the Reading Public Schools have recently 
received three Federal grants, totaling 1.95 million dollars, to help address the overall behavioral health 
of our youth.  The first grant, which is administered by RCASA, continues the great work that the 
Reading Coalition Against Substance Abuse (RCASA) have done over the last several years and expands it 
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for at least the next five years.  The second grant will allow the Reading Public Schools to train 584 
school educators, school support staff, first responders, youth workers, and faith leaders in Youth 
Mental Health First Aid to identify, understand, and respond to signs of mental illnesses and substance 
use disorders in our youth.  The third grant, the School Transformation Grant is a five year grant which 
will allow us to implement a highly sustainable, multi-tiered system of supports to improve school 
climate and behavioral outcomes for all students.  These three grants ensure that we will be able to 
move forward in creating structures, systems, and processes throughout our community to reach and 
engage all f our youth, particularly those youth who may be vulnerable to risky behaviors such as 
substance abuse or creating harm to themselves or others.  The School Transformation Grant will also 
result in approximately $60,000 in savings to the FY16 School Department Budget. 
 
 
Budget Reductions/Offset Increases/Fee Increases 
In order to reach the base budget recommended by the Finance Committee, the following program 
reductions, offset increases, fee increases and/or personnel reductions were included in the 
{ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ C¸мс wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ǳŘget: 
 
Figure B: FY16 Budget Reductions 

 

Area Amount 

Grant Writing Services $8,500 Reduction 

Regular Day Bus Transportation $23,000 Reduction 

Substitute Teachers $137,000 Reduction 

Per Pupil Building Budgets $26,000 Reduction 

Virtual High School Stipends $18,120 Reduction 

EMARC Restructuring of Services $30,000 Reduction 

Increase METCO Offset $25,000 Increase in Offset 

Increase Extended Day Offset $50,000 Increase in Offset 

Increase Athletic and Extracurricular User Fee $60,000 Increase in Offset 

Increase offsets in special education tuition and 
RISE to accommodate decrease in circuit breaker 

$277,000 Increase in Offset 

Reduction in Regular Education Paraeducators 
and Tutor Hours 

$60,000 Reduction 

 
The reduction in Grant Writing services will ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ 
the costs of current or future innovative programs that align with goals and vision of our district.  The 
decrease in regular day bus transportation eliminates all non-mandatory bus transportation in Grades K-
12.  Any additional bus transportation will need to be self-funded by user fees, resulting in an increase in 
bus user fees for riders.  Reduction in substitute teacher funding will require restructuring in the use and 
pay rate of substitute teachers.  The reduction in per pupil funding will affect the amount of educational 
supplies and curriculum materials that are purchased at the building level.  Virtual High School, an online 
service that provides unique high school courses will be restructured to allow access to students based 
on course need.  In addition, we will be proposing a restructuring of the special educations services that 
we provide to our 18-22 year old population through EMARC so that the resources are more effectively 
and efficiently used for our students. 
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¢ƘŜ {ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ C¸мс wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŀǘƘƭŜǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘǊŀ-curricular 
user fees to offset the increased cost of living adjustments in coaches and advisors stipends since 2010, 
the last time the user fees were increased.  In addition, offset increases are proposed in the special 
education tuition and RISE revolving accounts to offset the decrease in circuit breaker special education 
funding that we will be receiving in FY15 and using in FY16.  We are also proposing an increase in offsets 
in from the METCO grant back to FY14 levels and the Extended Day Revolving Account to reflect the 
programmatic changes in these two areas over the last few years.   
 
Unfortunately, in order to reach the Finance Committee budget guidance, personnel reductions will 
need to be made in the area of our regular education paraeducators.  This reduction will have a 
significant impact at our elementary level in providing support for our teachers, staff and students. 
 
Our school district is one of the most efficient districts in the Commonwealth when it comes to 
spending.  In July, 2014, the Center for American Progress updated a report that they first released in 
2011 on a district by district analysis of educational productivity.  This project develops a set of relatively 
simple productivity metrics in order to measure the achievement that a school district produces relative 
ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ŀ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΣ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ Ŏost of living and 
students living in poverty. In that report, the Reading Public Schools has the fourth highest educational 
productivity rating in our Commonwealth.  This strong measure is due to prioritizing our resources on 
the classroom and strong fiscal management practices.  However, while our academic achievement 
ranks above the state average, our per pupil spending ranks 305th out of 327 operating districts in the 
Commonwealth, based on state data from the 2011-12 school year.  In fact, over the last several years, 
ǘƘƛǎ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ŀƴŘ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎΣ ŀǎ CƛƎǳǊŜ м ŀƴŘ 
1A below shows.  Our current per pupil places us among the lowest 10% of all districts in the state.  This 
steady decline in per pupil ranking is attributed to two major drivers:  the revenue available to the town 
and school budgets each year and the inadequacy of the Chapter 70 funding formula.  It is well 
documented that our community has a structural revenue problem as we become more and more 
reliant on cash reserves each year to fund our budgets.  However, there is another piece to the funding 
puzzle that is now getting more attention.  That piece of the puzzle is the Chapter 70 funding formula 
which has had only a few adjustments since 1993.  The Chapter 70 foundation formula is based on an 
outdated model that did not take into account educational changes that have been made over the last 
22 years in technology needs, increased learning time and different staffing needs. In addition, special 
education costs are grossly underfunded in the foundation formula.  Health insurance costs are double 
the amount that are allocated, salary allowances in the foundation budget are well below actual salaries 
of staff, and increased resources to address the needs of high poverty, English Language Learners, and 
homeless students are not captured in the formula.  
 
State government is listening and a task force has been created by legislative action to review the 
Chapter 70 funding formula.  Hearings are being conducted throughout the state and the task force has 
to report back to the legislature by next June.  Although this will not affect the FY16 budget, there is 
promise that some positive change could be made in future budget cycles if both the formula is adjusted 
and additional Chapter 70 funding is added to the state formula.  Without both occurring 
simultaneously, Reading may see a decrease in Chapter 70 funding in future years.   
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Figure 1:  Historical Per Pupil Expenditures - Reading compared to the State Average Per Pupil 

 
 
 
Figure 2-wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ tŜǊ tǳǇƛƭ 9ȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ wŀƴƪƛƴƎ όнллр-2012) 

 

 
 

248 

232 
241 

255 

272 
278 

292 

304 305 

206

226

246

266

286

306

326

FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13

S

t

a

t

e

 

R

a

n

k

 

State Rank for Per Pupil Expenditure  
 

READING



Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow  Page 12 

 
 

As in years past, there are a significant number of important needs that were identified by building 
administrators, staff, and the school community that were not addressed in this budget in light of fiscal 
constraints.  These needs are identified below. 
 
Figure 3:  Unfunded FY'16 Budget Requests 

Identified Need 
Budgetary 

Impact 
School adjustment counselors at the elementary and middle levels to provide more counseling to 
struggling students who need targeted social, emotional, and behavioral supports to succeed  

2.0 FTE 
$130,000 

Tier 2 academic, social and emotional supports at all levels (e.g. general education tutors, staff 
trained in applied behavior analysis) 

5.0 FTE 
$100,000 

Additional special education staff to address the growing teaching and administrative demands on 
teachers, the increasing complexity of the needs with which students are presenting, the pervasive 
and growing proficiency gap between special education and general education students, and the 
need to provide for more inclusive settings throughout the district 

3.0 FTE 
$195,000 

Additional time for paraeducators to collaborate with teachers, serve as a teacher resource, learn 
how to modify curriculum and implement accommodations, and take advantage of professional 
development opportunities (two hours per week for instructional paraeducators) 

$115,000 
 

Instructional technology specialist at the elementary level (currently five schools share one full-time 
specialist) 

1.0 FTE 
$65,000 

Data or information management specialist to assist administrators and teachers in managing, 
monitoring, reporting, and analyzing all of the educational data available to districts and schools  

1.0 FTE 
$50,000 

Districtwide technology leadership position to lead and manage the day to day operations of our 
technology and data rich 21

st
 century learning and teaching environment 

1.0 FTE 

$95,000 

Increased funding for technology maintenance and replenishment $100,000 
Additional general maintenance staff for facilities department 1.0 FTE 

$50,000 

Additional funding to allow for planned painting cycle of 15-20% of classrooms per building per year $120,000 

TOTAL BUDGETARY IMPACT $1,020,000 

 
If all of the above had been added to the requested level service budget, the increase would have been 
$2.9 million (a 6.8% increase) rather than the $1.9 million increase proposed in the level service budget.   

A Discussion of Unfunded District Needs 
 
The needs and priorities of our school district are based on both the vision of the school district as well 
as what evidence is telling us about the performance of our schools and our students.  In the section 
below, we discuss the vision of our school district.  Here we focus on the trends, patterns, and evidence 
that we are seeing in our schools. 
 
Over the last two years, the state has developed an Early Warning Indicator System (EWIS) to help 
districts identify students who may be at risk of not achieving key education benchmarks.  At the middle 
school level, the benchmark used is whether a child is likely to pass all Grade 9 coursework.  At the high 
school level, the benchmark is whether the child will likely graduate.  As of October of the current year, 
we have 83 students in our middle schools that are identified as highly or moderately at risk of not being 
successful in the 9th grade.  For the same time period at the high school, we have 54 students that are at 
moderate or high risk of not graduating.  The challenge that we face is that we do not have specialized 
supports in place for many of these struggling students and, at the secondary level, we lack any tutoring 
or behavioral health supports for general education students.  This makes it difficult for schools to 
provide the Tier 2 supports necessary to minimize the risk of these students not succeeding.  One 
commonly suggested solution was to provide up to five academic tutors ς one for each middle school 



Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow  Page 13 

 
 

and three for Reading Memorial High School.  This recommendation was not incorporated into the 
FY2016 budget. 
 
The need for increased mental health counseling was also highlighted in our 2013 Youth Risk Behavior 
Survey results.  At Reading Memorial High School, the rate of students who report having seriously 
considered suicide in the past 12 months was 14% (which is higher than the statewide rate of 13% and 
the national average of 17%).  The rate of students who report having made a plan to commit suicide (a 
marker of severe suicidality) was 13% (also higher than the state rate of 12% and the national average of 
14%).  Thirteen percent of students reported having actually attempted suicide in the past 12 months.  
That rate ranged from a low of 10% in 12th grade to a high of 16% in 10th grade.  Twenty-two percent of 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴƧǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƻƴ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ ŜΦƎΦ άŎǳǘǘƛƴƎέΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎΦ   
 
In order to better address the needs of these students, administrators and staff felt that an increase in 
the number of social workers and/or adjustment counselors to provide counseling services to students 
was needed.  In the FY2015 budget, one additional social worker at the high school was added .  Both 
the elementary and middle school levels also expressed a need for these services as there has been an 
increase of students hospitalized at the elementary and middle school levels over the last two years.  
These requests were not included in the requested FY16 budget.  
 
Special education is another area where needs appear to be outpacing resources.  Our administrators 
and educators are committed to providing education services to all students in the most inclusive 
environment possible.  Over the last decade, the district has increased the number of in-district special 
education programs from one program to seven programs.  When accounting for the programs that 
exist across all grade levels, there are nineteen building-based programs across our nine schools, 
including the RISE Preschool program.   
 
The job of a special education teacher entails a number of responsibilities beyond instruction.  Special 
education teachers must develop accommodations, collaborate with teachers on curriculum 
modifications, attend team meetings, and perform initial evaluations, annual evaluations and three year 
reevaluations.  While caseloads vary from year to year, special education teachers are typically 
responsible for 2-4 initial evaluations, 5-10 annual evaluations, and 3-8 reevaluations each year.  Given 
the length of time these processes take, a teacher could spend over 10% of their time engaged in testing 
and evaluation of students.  Two of the most common suggestions to address these growing demands 
were additional teachers to reduce caseloads or additional paraeducators to assist with some of the 
clerical duties associated with special education processes.  No special education teachers or special 
education paraeducators were added to the FY2016 requested budget.   
 
One need that was highlighted by all of our elementary schools was additional instructional technology 
support.  Currently, Reading employs one instructional technology specialist that services all five 
elementary schools.  In essence, this means that this individual is able to spend no more than one day 
per week at each school.  In contrast, our middle schools and high school each have their own 
instructional technology specialist.  At the middle and high school levels, the instructional technology 
specialists spend about half their time working with teachers on integrating technology into the 
classroom and the other half is spent working directly with children.  At the elementary level, the 
instructional technology specialist is able to spend a limited amount of time with teachers but has no 
student contact.  Furthermore, this individual is also tasked with deployment of technology in the 
elementary schools, e.g., iPad setup and deployment, as well as data integration tasks such as setup and 
changes to the elementary report card and data updates to our student information management 



Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow  Page 14 

 
 

system.  All of our elementary schools were able to fund additional technology purchases through gifts 
and donations, year end funds, or grants.  Many elected to purchase iPads for classroom use.  Because 
we have just one specialist serving five elementary schools, full deployment of these iPads was not 
completed until November..  While the devices were deployed late, teachers still needed to be trained 
in the use of the devices.  This training did not begin until November and will continue through January 
and beyond.  Clearly, we are not able to maximize the value of these technology investments if we do 
not have the staff necessary to effectively manage the devices and train staff on their use. 
 
As a district, we have invested a significant amount of money in our technology infrastructure and our 
technology inventory.  Additionally, we have invested heavily in our information management systems 
to allow us to employ state of the art tools for more robust data analysis and data-informed decision 
making.   Clearly, to ensure that our infrastructure, networks, technology, and data systems are 
optimized, compatible, and reliable requires strong management and leadership.  However, Reading 
Public Schools currently has no districtwide Director of Technology position to oversee technology and 
information management operations in our district.  Most districts striving to create the type of 21st 
century learning environment that Reading has created have funded such a position.  A Director of 
Technology would be responsible for strategic planning, educational technology selection and 
investment, asset tracking, enterprise communications, internet and data security, data management, 
system reliability and interoperability, and technology optimization.  A lack of leadership in this area 
leads to fragmented implementation, suboptimal planning and communication, increased downtime, 
and lack of consistency with respect to operations, maintenance, and deployment.  The need for a 
districtwide technology director is something that has been discussed in this district for a decade.  While 
not included in the FY2016 budget, this need must be addressed within the next year or two. 
 
As mentioned above, we have invested a significant amount of time, energy, and money in 
implementing information management systems in our district.  These systems include: 
 

¶ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊΩǎ tƭǳǎΣ ƻǳǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ 

¶ MUNIS, our ERP system for financial accounting and human resources management 

¶ Edline, our website and learning management system 

¶ Blackboard Connect, our emergency email, text, and phone communication system 

¶ BaselineEdge, our student intervention, benchmarking, and teacher evaluation management 
system 

¶ Aesop, our absence management and substitute placement system 

¶ SchoolDude, our facility maintenance and building rental management program 

¶ SchoolSpring, our recruiting and applicant tracking system 

¶ Atlas, our curriculum mapping system 

¶ eSchool, our tuition and fee payment and management system 

¶ MySchoolBucks, our school nutrition planning and payment management system 
 
All of these systems house critical data that allow us to better track, monitor, and report on key metrics 
that measure student, school, and district performance.  In addition to these systems, there are also a 
number of national and state databases that we use to access important information.  Currently, we lack 
the supports necessary to ensure compliance with data security protocols and regulations, to assist 
administrators and staff in using the data in meaningful ways to inform instruction and assessment, and 
to assist district administrators in employing this data to facilitate in the day-to-day management and 
operations of the district.  We are learning that an increasing number of districts are employing data 
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specialists or data managers to assist with this important function.  Currently, we call upon our help desk 
technician, who has a background in database management, to assist us as needed with some of these 
tasks.  However, a full-time data specialist would enable us to address the critical needs in this area and 
make better use of the data and analytic tools available to us.   
 
Two years ago, an additional $100,000 was added to our base operating budget to allow us to employ a 
5-6 year technology replenishment cycle.  In the current fiscal year, this funding was reduced to $50,000 
to address the $285,000 gap between the funding that was available and the needs of the district.  
Presently, we are replacing technology that has been in the district for 6-7 years and has far outlived its 
useful life.  As we know, technology is evolving at an exponential rate and keeping up with these 
changes will require a greater investment than $100,000 per year.  For example, our district has 
approximately 350 iPad 2 devices that were purchased over the last few years. In the near future, Apple 
will no longer be supporting this generation of iPads which may render them nearly obsolete in the not 
too distant future.  This means those devices will likely need to be replaced in another couple of years.  
These types of changes will, no doubt, continue in the future.  We have restructured other funding to 
increase the amount from $50,000 to $100,000, but ideally, an additional $100,000 is needed.   
 
Our Facilities Department presently maintains our eight school buildings and seven town buildings.  In 
addition, we have also been assisting with the maintenance of the Matera Cabin over the last three 
years.  Furthermore, the Reading Public Library is scheduled for a major renovation and addition over 
the next two years.  Currently, the department maintains 1,300,000 square feet of space and employs 
three maintenance staff including one general maintenance person, one licensed electrician, and one 
licensed plumber.  The recent re-classification of a general maintenance position to a licensed electrician 
position has resulted in significant savings to the department.  We presently estimate the savings will be 
on the order of $30,000 to $50,000 per year.  It had been the intent of the department to translate 
those savings into an HVAC position, thereby increasing maintenance staffing to 4.0 FTE and reducing 
the total square footage per maintenance staff from 433,333 to 325,000.  The creation of this position 
would likely result in additional savings as the individual would perform a significant amount of the 
HVAC work  that is currently being done by a contractor whose labor is billed at the prevailing wage 
which is nearly twice the contractual wage for this position.  This position was not included in the 
FY2016 requested budget and, instead, the savings was used to offset increases in other areas of the 
budget. 
 
Another request that we received from administrators and staff in nearly every building was for 
increased painting of classrooms.  Currently, we do not include funding in the building maintenance and 
repair accounts for painting.  Painting needs are typically addressed at year end with any funding that 
remains as a result of sound budget management, energy savings, or overtime savings.  As a result, 
there is no funding for an annual cycle of classroom painting.  An amount of $120,000, if added to the 
budget, would allow for approximately 15-20% of classrooms in each building to be addressed each year 
such that every classroom would be painted once every five to six years.  This type of investment allows 
for classrooms to be kept clean, fresh, and bright in appearance which leads to a classroom environment 
more conducive to learning.   

Economic Outlook 
While uncertainty dominated the economic landscape in recent years, there seems to be an increasing 
optimism regarding the economic outlook over the next few years.  Current predictions by the 
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Congressional Budget Office1 ό/.hύ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƎǊƻǎǎ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ 
annual average rate of 3.4% through 2016 before moderating in subsequent years.  The CBO forecasts a 
more rapid growth in business investment and consumer spending will significantly boost economic 
growth in 2015.  The labor force and employment are projected to grow more slowly than the 
population after 2015, primarily reflecting a retirement of members of the baby-boom generation and 
despite the decline in the unemployment rate in recent years. Wages and salaries paid to employees 
continue to grow slowly. 

The federal government spends nearly $79 billion annually on primary and secondary education 

programs.  Much of the funding is discretionary, meaning it is set annually by Congress through the 

appropriations process. Funds flow mainly through the Department of Education although other federal 

agencies administer some funding for education related activities.  The two biggest programs are No 

Child Left Behind (Title I) Grants to local school districts ($14.4 billion in fiscal year 2014) and IDEA 

Special Education State Grants ($11.5 billion in fiscal year 2014).  Reading currently receives 

ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ϷмлрΣллл ƛƴ ¢ƛǘƭŜ L ŀƛŘ ŀƴŘ ϷфтнΣллл ƛƴ L59! ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΦ    ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωмс ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀ 

modest increase in Title I aid the district may receive a larger percentage increase based on the 

significant increase in our low income population.  The number of students in the district meeting the 

criteria for Free and Reduced Lunch increased by 35% or 104 students from SY13-14 to SY 14-15.  The 

C¸Ωмс School Committee Budget also projects a modest 1% increase in our anticipated IDEA grant.  The 

ϷфумΣсрф ōǳŘƎŜǘŜŘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ C¸Ωмс ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ мΦо҈ ƻǊ ϷмнΣфпл ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǳǊ ǇǊŜ-sequestration award in 

FY13.  This grant award is used to fund special education teacher and special education team chair 

positions. 

The Massachusetts outlook also appears to be favorable despite the recently announced 9C cuts by 

outgoing Governor Patrick.  In November, Massachusetts added 13,500 jobs, contributing to the idea 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǘǿƛŎŜ ŀǎ Ŧŀǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  ά9ŎƻƴƻƳƛǎǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƭŀǎǘ ƳƻƴǘƘ 

ǿŀǎ ŦǳŜƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ол҈ 

of jobs in MassaŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƭŜŘ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊΩǎ ƎŀƛƴǎΣ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ оΣфлл ƧƻōǎΦ  hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΣ 

ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ƎǊƻǿƴ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ муΣллл Ƨƻōǎ ƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ нΦр҈έ2 

The Patrick administration recently announced a $329 million shortfall in revenue and recommended 

ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ Ŏǳǘǎ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴǘƻ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜΦ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ ²ƛŘƳŜǊΣ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Massachusetts Taxpayer Foundation, believes the budget shortfall is closer to $750 million an assertion 

ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΦ  There were a number of proposed cuts made to the 

5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ a9¢/h DǊŀƴǘ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ϷсΣфпн ƻǊ мΦсу҈Φ  

This budget reduction should not impact our ability to operate the METCO program.  Governor-elect 

Baker has declined to discuss specifics of how he might address any budget gap until he takes office.  

While we will not know the specifics of the Governor-ŜƭŜŎǘǎ C¸Ωмс .ǳŘƎŜǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ aŀǊŎƘ ǿŜ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ 

some insight into his thoughts on education from his election material and public comments.  

                                                           
1
 The Economic Outlook for 2014 to 2024 

2
 Massachusetts Posts Biggest Monthly Job Gain in More Than 3 Years, The Boston Globe, Megan Woodhouse, 

December 18, 2014 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013344.pdf
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²ƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ άLƴ aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΣ ƭƻǿ-income families may receive subsidies from 

the state for pre-K. However, almost 17,000 children remain on waiting lists for that aid, according to 

the Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care.  Baker supǇƻǊǘǎ ŀ άǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘέ ƻŦ 

ŜŀǊƭȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭƻǿ-income communities. He wants to focus on improving education at 

the elementary school level and beyond, in order to maintain any early academic gains.έ3 

The Town of Reading continues to maintain a solid record of financial management, bolstered in part by 
the refinancing of some school debt in early 2012 which resulted in savings to taxpayers through a 
reduction in the cost of the RMHS debt exclusion.  Reading currently has a very healthy free cash 
position with the highest level of free cash reserves in the last decade.  Free cash reserves have 
increased from $1,703,703 in 2003 to a July 1, 2014 balance of $8,531,022 ς an increase of 401% over 
the last decade.   
 
²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ϷппΣфпф ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ǉǳŀǊǘƛƭŜΣ ŀǘ спth of 
351.  Our equalized property value rank improved from 130th to 71st of 351, placing us in the top quartile 
of Massachusetts communities.  With 90% of the assessed valuation in our community coming from 
residential properties, the town relies heavily on local residential property taxes to fund municipal and 
school operations. Our average family tax bill, which currently stands at $6,576, is ranked 54th in the 
state and our total tax levy of $56,444,070, is ranked 75th of 351.  While there are annual discussions 
around the tax rate and suggestions to assess commercial properties at a different rate than residential 
properties, 237 of the 351 communities in Massachusetts assess residential and commercial properties 
at the same rate.  In Reading, 8% of the total tax base comes from commercial and industrial properties. 
With respect to education spending, the total amount spent in Reading on education ranks 72 out of 351 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘΣ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ SY12-13 per 
pupil spending ranks 305th out of the 324 operating districts in Massachusetts, down from 293rd in the 
prior year. 
 
Our community benefits from a significant amount of state funding in the form of Chapter 70 state aid 
ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƎǊŀƴǘ ƻǊ ά/ƛǊŎǳƛǘ .ǊŜŀƪŜǊέΦ  Lƴ C¸ΩмрΣ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ тл ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ 
ǘƻǘŀƭǎ ϷмлΣмнсΣртпΣ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ мΦм҈ ƻǾŜǊ C¸Ωмп ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΦ  /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ тл funding is based on a 
funding formula that begins with the calculation of a Foundation Budget amount for each district which 
is the minimum amount necessary to provide an adequate education to the children in our district.  The 
amount of Chapter 70 funding is then calculated as the difference between the Foundation Budget 
ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ όŀǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ƛǘǎ ŜǉǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ 
income).  The Legislature has commissioned a Foundation Budget Review Committee that is currently 
holding public hearings for the purpose of soliciting testimony from members of the public.   
 
¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 
recommendations for potential changes in those calculations as the commission deems appropriate. The 
foundation budget defines the minimum level of school spending necessary to provide an adequate 
education to students. Foundation budgets are established annually for each school district and reflect 
the specific grades, programs, and demographic characteristics of its students.  Any recommendations 
or changes to the Chapter 70 formula will not impact the FY16 Budget.  There may be a positive or 
ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ C¸Ωмт ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳission findings and any 

                                                           
3
 http://learninglab.wbur.org/2014/10/31/where-baker-and-coakley-stand-on-education/ Where Baker and 

Coakley Stand on Education, Peter Balonon-Rosen, October 21, 2014. 

http://www.wbur.org/2014/10/28/baker-coakley-five-issues
http://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2014/09/29/coakley-baker-clash-early-education-first-gubernatorial-debate-after-primary/TkFApklgU5Ojt26Jdck6KJ/story.html
http://learninglab.wbur.org/2014/10/31/where-baker-and-coakley-stand-on-education/
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ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘΦ  wŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƻǾŜǊ ŦǳƴŘŜŘέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
the combination of equalized property values and per capita income both increasing at a higher rate 
than the state average. 
 
The Circuit Breaker grant reimburses the town up to 75% for special education costs that exceed 
ϷпмΣплу όC¸Ωмп ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘύΦ  Lƴ C¸Ωлф ŀƴŘ C¸ΩмлΣ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦŀǊ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 
current тр҈Σ ŀǘ пн҈ ŀƴŘ пп҈ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ  Lƴ C¸ΩммΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ср҈ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ C¸ΩмнΣ ǘƻ тл҈Φ  
CƻǊ C¸Ωмо όŦǳƴŘǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ƛƴ C¸ΩмпύΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ǘƻ тр҈Φ  While the Governor 
has recommended 9C cuts to Circuit Breaker they are in the area of extraordinary relief and will not 
impact our current year award.  Over the last several years, the School Department has worked 
diligently toward the goal of prefunding the Circuit Breaker offset.  State regulations allow a school 
district to carry forward the balance of circuit breaker funds received in the prior year.  The goal of this 
regulation was to allow budget certainty for the amount of circuit breaker reimbursement offset.  Those 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎŀǊǊȅ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƎǊŀƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƛǘƘ 
certainty the amƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ 
have achieved that goal and are able to carryforward our annual award into the next budget year.  The 
C¸Ωмр /ƛǊŎǳƛǘ .ǊŜŀƪŜǊ award of $952,837 is ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ C¸Ω16 budget.  This amount is 
ϷнооΣпмл ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǳǊ C¸Ωмп ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƭƻǿŜǊ {¸мо-14 claim.   
 
The FY2016 Superintendents Recommended Budget document reflects our commitment to excellence 
and continuous improvement.  In that vein, this document reflects in large measure the standards of the 
!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ŎƘƻƻƭ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ hŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩǎ aŜǊƛǘƻǊƛƻǳǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘΦ  ²Ŝ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ƻǳǊ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ 
enhance the transparency of our budget, to incorporate measures of performance for improved 
accountability, and to assist the taxpayers of Reading in understanding how the dollars invested in 
Reading Public Schools are allocated and utilized to educate the youth of this community. 
 
Final Thoughts and Challenges 
 
We have a lot to be proud of in the Reading Public Schools.  However, there are also some areas that we 
need to address so that we can maintain the level of excellence that we have taken pride in over the last 
several years.  Addressing these areas will be critical to the long term success of our school district. 
 
Our most recent challenge has been our declining MCAS scores and the designation of the Joshua Eaton 
Elementary School as a level 3 school, and consequently, our district being designated as a Level 3 
district, by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.   Although this designation is based 
solely upon state assessment results, the improvement process that we are now embarking upon will 
provide us with an opportunity to review every aspect of what we are doing at Joshua Eaton and in our 
district to effectively address the needs of all our students.  Recently, we formed a Task Force of 
parents, teachers, and administrators to oversee this important school improvement process.  Although 
this is a significant challenge facing the Joshua Eaton school and our district, we will address this 
challenge successfully by tapping the collective efforts and talents of our entire district staff as well as 
our community.  In the FY16 budget, existing professional development funding from the FY15 budget 
has been restructured to add a K-8 math coach and K-8 literacy coach to provide support and 
professional development as our teachers and students make this transition to the new Massachusetts 
Curriculum Frameworks.  In addition, an additional teacher has been added in the FY16 budget to 
ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƴŜȄǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ DǊŀŘŜ м enrollment issue at Joshua Eaton. 
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Another challenge we are currently facing is the increasing need for early childhood education.  For the 
last three years, the Reading Public Schools has been working towards providing publicly funded full day 
kindergarten for all students, a program that is currently being offered in 242 other Massachusetts 
communities (already nearly 75% of the state) and is increasing annually.  Each year, our demand for 
tuition based full day kindergarten has increased steadily (from 32% in 2005-06 school year to 71% 
during this current school year).   Full day kindergarten has become a necessary component for our 
Reading families and is an important educational tool for early childhood development.  To reach this 
important goal, the Reading Public Schools has been actively researching solutions to address classroom 
space shortages for our growing Preschool, providing Full Day Kindergarten for all students, improving 
our Special Education Programs, and establishing dedicated art and music classrooms.  Currently, a short 
term solution is being discussed which will provide modular classrooms to meet the growing demand of 
full day kindergarten.  In addition, the School Committee has formed an Early Childhood Space Needs 
Working Group of elected and appointed officials, educators, parents and community members to 
review possible options using an open meeting process.  This dedicated group of 21 individuals is 
committed to recommending a solution to our community that is educationally sound and fiscally 
responsible.   
 
Another area of focus has been the behavioral health and safety of our students.  We are seeing some 
positive trends in the latest Youth Risk Behavior Survey Data, where there is decreased use of alcohol 
and marijuana among our high school students.  Unfortunately, our data also indicates that there has 
been an increase in the use of opiates such as heroin, methamphetamines, and cocaine.  We have also 
seen an increase in students doing harm to themselves, including attempting suicide. Although these 
increases are not isolated just to Reading, we are concerned that the numbers of incidents in Reading is 
higher than the state average.  As a community, we have taken significant steps to address these 
increased concerns through World Café conversations, collaboration with the Reading Coalition Against 
Substance Abuse, and your support in previous budgets with programs and staffing that supports 
behavioral health.  In addition, the Town of Reading and the Reading Public Schools have recently 
received three Federal grants, totaling $1.95 million dollars, to help address the overall behavioral 
health of our youth.  The first grant continues the great work that the Reading Coalition Against 
Substance Abuse (RCASA) has done over the last several years and expands it for at least the next five 
years.  The second grant will allow the Reading Public Schools to train 584 school educators, school 
support staff, first responders, youth workers, and faith leaders in Youth Mental Health First Aid to 
identify, understand, and respond to signs of mental illnesses and substance use disorders in our youth.  
The third grant, the School Transformation Grant, will implement a highly sustainable, multi-tiered 
system of supports to improve school climate and behavioral outcomes for all students. This grant will 
also help offset some expenses in the FY16 budget. These three grants ensure that we will be able to 
move forward in creating structures, systems, and processes throughout our community to reach and 
engage all of our youth, particularly those youth who may be vulnerable to risky behaviors such as 
substance abuse or creating harm to themselves or others 
  
The final challenge is our continuing decline in our ranking in per pupil expenditure.  As mentioned 
above, Reading has been steadily declining in our ranking since 2006.  Our continuing decline in per 
pupil expenditure is beginning to have an effect on our school system, especially during the times of 
transition that we are currently facing.  We are in the midst of tremendous educational change in our 
state and in our country with a new set of curriculum frameworks, a new state testing system, and a 
new teacher evaluation system that is tied to student performance.  During these times of transition, 
additional supports are needed to help our students, our teachers, and our administrators adjust to the 
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higher expectations in a timely manner.  It is also important to retain our best educators and compete 
for the highest quality candidates for those educators who leave our district.   
 
²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ 
to continue a long-standing tradition of excellence in our schools, financial constraints limit our ability to 
pursue many of the innovative programs, structures, and systems that we believe will make our 
students even more successful.  The Reading Public Schools is at a crossroads when it comes to the 
amount of funding available and what weΩre are able to do to continue to improve education in our 
district.  ²ƘƛƭŜ ŜŀŎƘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ 
has been our inability to sustain what had been effective levels of services from year to year.  What we 
are finding is that, in the last several years, we are losing ground, and finding it harder to compete with 
comparable communities.  In FY15, the School Department needed to reduce a level service budget by 
$285,000.  This year, the FY16 School Committee base budget has been reduced by $849,620 from a 
level service budget.  The School Committee FY16 base budget is designed to minimize the budget 
reductions on teaching and learning, while helping us move forward in key areas to reduce class size, 
provide support for our teachers in math and literacy and provide direction and leadership in our special 
education programs with our most fragile students.   
 
What this budget is not able to provide is funding for long term improvements that are needed in our 
school district to continue to be one of the best in the region.  Areas such as funding full day 
kindergarten for all students, restructuring our elementary schools to eliminate the early release 
Wednesday and to provide more opportunities in computer science, science, the arts and engineering, 
implementing the new K-12 science curriculum frameworks, restructuring our high school schedule and 
programming, and increasing health education across the district are important initiatives that we need 
to provide for our students.  However, these initiatives are not sustainable with the current revenue 
available.  Without additional revenue, our ability to improve and provide the best educational 
opportunities for our students will begin to decline. Moreover, this budget is very dependent on 
increases on offsets and reductions in non-personnel costs (i.e. building budgets, bus transportation) 
which are not sustainable long term.   If the FY17 budget has similar limitations in available revenue, we 
will need to make significant reductions in staffing, including classroom teaching positions because there 
are no other non-personnel areas to reduce or offsets to increase.  Conservatively, if the same 
assumptions for revenues and expenses hold true in FY17 as they do for FY16, we will need to be 
reducing our FY17 budget by approximately $900,000. 
 
In conclusion, our district will continue to stay focused on the academic, social, emotional, and 
behavioral well-being of our students.  While we are proud of the fact that we are a district that is on 
the forefront in many areas, we have many challenges that lie ahead, including educational space needs, 
funding for full day kindergarten, making the transition to a more rigorous curriculum and improving the 
social and emotional well-being of our students.   The increasing accountability demands on public 
education and the needs of our students have increased significantly over the last five years and we 
need to identify additional resources and restructure some existing resources so that our teachers and 
administrators can continue to do the hard work necessary to improve student learning.   We need 
resources to create more opportunities for teachers to collaboratively work together to share their 
work, and improve their practices, and to provide instructional coaching support so that teachers can 
see firsthand what it looks like in the classroom.   The School Committee FY16 budget reflects those 
priorities.    
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This is an exciting, but uncertain time in public education and we have an opportunity to make positive 
substantive changes that have not been made since Education Reform was introduced in 1993.  It is 
difficult work, but we are up to the challenge of providing the best learning experiences for our 
students.    We are proud of the work that our teachers and administrators do every day to improve 
teaching and learning in our district and I am excited by the enthusiasm and respectfulness of our 
students who arrive to school every day eager to learn.  This is a testament to our parents and our 
community who value the importance of education and the role that it needs to play in a community.   
There is no question that a major indicator of the quality of life for everyone in a community can be 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ  Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΣ 
the quality of a school district affects every single person in a community, and the Town of Reading is no 
exception.   
 
We appreciate the support that we have received from the community in the past and we look forward 
to working with town officials during this budget process and in providing sustainable funding solutions 
for FY16 and beyond.  
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Budget Drivers  
 
The FY2016 School Committee Budget is $41,472,368, an increase of $1,154,395 or 2.86%.  The 
discussion below provides details on the major budget drivers based on expenditure category.  The 
major drivŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωм6 budget include: 
 

¶ An increase in salary expenditures to fund step and cost of living increases for collective 
bargaining association members; 

¶ An increase in special education costs combined with a decrease in special education circuit 
breaker reimbursement 

¶ An increase in the use of revolving fund offsets to achieve the revised Finance Committee 
budget guidance of 2.7%. 
 

Salary and Other Compensation  
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget: $35,667,846 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $ 33,989,220  
$ Increase:  $1,678,622  
 
The budget assumes step increases, column changes (where applicable), and cost of living adjustments 
for all five collective bargaining units and cost of living adjustments for all non-union employees.  The 
FYΩ16 contracted increase was 3.0% for teachers and 2.5% for all other bargaining units.  A 3.0% average 
cost of living increase for non-union employees was also factored into the budget.  It is important to 
note that our non-union employees do not have salary schedules or classification systems and, 
therefore, do not receive step increases or any compensation adjustments beyond the cost of living 
increase.  77.7% of the increase is to fund increases for collective bargaining unit members. 
 
There are an additional 6.0 C¢9Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C¸Ω16 budget.  These C¢9Ωs include; a K-8 Literacy Coach, K-8 
Math Coach, a Technician (at the elementary level), a Grade 1 Teacher, a Board Certified Behavior 
Analyst and a Program Director for our districtwide Student Support and Therapeutic Support Programs.  
These positions were funded through a combination of restructuring of existing staff, other non-
compensation related expenses and some School Transformation Grant funds.  These positions do not 
add cost increases to the FY16 budget. 
 
It is important to note that significant reductions to Substitute Teacher funding ($137K) and to our 
Regular Education Paraeducator staff ($60K) as well as some smaller changes helped mitigate the overall 
increase in Salary and Other Compensation. These reductions to expenses were necessary to achieve the 
revised Finance Committee budget guidance of 2.7%. 
 

Contract Services 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget:  $1,186,785 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $1,397,946 
$ Decrease: $211,161 
 
In this category of expenditures, there are several significant decreases ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƛƴŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŦƻǊ C¸Ωм6. 
The most significant decreases include:  special education legal services reflecting current FY15 trends, 
special education consultation services due to restructuring and additional of district staffing, 
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elimination of all non-mandated busing and the elimination of grant writing services.  These decreases 
will allow us to move forward in key areas. 
 

Materials, Supplies, and Equipment 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget: $792,144 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $908,811 
$ Decrease: $116,667  
 
The decrease in this category is due to primarily a $76,000 reduction in the per pupil amounts allocated 
to each building Principal for the purchase of materials, supplies and other classroom equipment or 
ƴŜŜŘǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ CƛƴŀƴŎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  
Some of this per pupil funding ($50,000) is being used to restore technology replenishment back to pre-
FY15 levels.  This per pupil funding would need to be restored in FY17. 
 

Other Expenses 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget:  $1,235,019 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $1,312,044 
$ Decrease: $77,025 
 
Decreases in this category stem from a significant reduction in Professional Development funding to 
support the new Math and Literacy Coaching positions previously mentioned.  In the area of software 
licensing and support, additional funding was needed for our renewal of Microsoft 365.  An additional 
$50,000 was allocated to network hardware to be able to fund equipment replacement for equipment 
that is currently beyond the warranty period.   
 

Special Education Tuition & Transportation 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget: $4,038,269 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $3,724,795  
$ Increase: $313,471 
 
Special education tuition and transportation are one of two expenditure categories that are treated as 
άŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘέ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƭŜ ōǳǘ ǳƴŀǾƻƛŘŀōƭŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 
these expenses.  We are anticipating a reduction in tuition expenses for private residential tuitions but 
an increase in expenses for public collaborative and private day tuitions.  The net increase in tuition due 
to these known or anticipated placement changes is $35,536.  We have five students that will age-out 
during FY16 and one student that has moved from the district.  These factors contributed to the overall 
modest increase in tuition and a modest increase in our anticipated transportation expense.  In addition, 
ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƎǊŀƴǘΣ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ŎƛǊŎǳƛǘ ōǊŜŀƪŜǊΣ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 
significantly ƭƻǿŜǊ ƛƴ C¸Ωм6 ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ C¸Ωм5Φ  ¢ƘŜ C¸Ωм6 amount used in the budget is the amount granted to 
ǳǎ ƛƴ C¸Ωм5.  That amount wiƭƭ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƛƴǘƻ C¸Ωм6Φ  ¢ƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƛǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
C¸Ωм4 claim amount was lower due to less students qualifying for the threshold.  The net result is 
$233,410 less in offset than the current year.   
 

Energy & Utilities 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget: $1,152,789 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $1,123,427 
$ Increase: $47,324 
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Energy and uǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ άŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘέ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
last several years, we have seen continued and often substantial savings in this area of the budget as a 
result of energy conservation measures, favorable weather trends, and favorable natural gas pricing.  In 
C¸Ωм6, this budget area is decreasing once again, due to a continued downward trend in energy 
consumption that we have been seeing over the last two years.   
 
The consumption decreases come predominantly in the area of natural gas and electricity.  Our natural 
gas pricing remains very low due to a competitive contract that extends through June of 2015.  We do 
anticipate that our natural gas pricing will increase in the next contract.  ¢ƘŜ C¸Ωмр ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴ 
increase to electricity rates and the FY16 budget has been adjusted to updated rates provided by 
Reading Municipal Light Department.    While we are not anticipating a considerable change in 
consumption, we have seen a decrease at the High School which has caused us to reevaluate the 
consumptiƻƴ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ǳǇƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻǳǊ C¸Ωм5 budget is based.   
 

Grant and Revenue Offsets 
C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget: $2,600,485 
C¸Ωм5 Adopted Budget: $2, 138,270 
$ Increase: $462,215 
 
The district utilizes revenue from a variety of sources to offset its expenses.  These revenue sources 
include the METCO grant, kindergarten tuition, preschool tuition, tuition for special education students 
from other school districts attending our schools, athletic and extracurricular user fees, building rental 
income, and extended day program revenue.  (Circuit breaker is another offset to the budget but is 
discussed in the special education tuition and transportation section as it is included as part of that 
accommodated cost). 
 
Revenue offsets from kindergarten tuition was increased by $50,000 due to increased full day 
ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ {ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ C¸Ωмс wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŀǘƘƭŜǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
extra-curricular user fees to offset the increased cost of living adjustments in coaches and advisor 
stipends since 20120.  The athletic and extracurricular revenue offset was increased by $60,000 based 
on the anticipated increase in user fee revenue.  The revenue offset for in-district special education 
tuition was increased by $247,215 to support the students from other districts that will be attending our 
programs next year.  Revenue from the preschool program is increased by $30,000 due to increasing 
participation.  The revenue offset for building rental income remains at $200,000.  The revenue offset 
for extended day programs was increased by $50,000.  The METCO grant offset was increased by 
$25,000.   
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Reading Public Schools Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes  
 

Vision 
It is the vision of the Reading Public Schools to instill a joy of learning by inspiring, engaging and 
supporting our youth to become the innovative leaders of tomorrow.  We will accomplish our vision by 
focusing on a few key strategic initiatives that lead to a meaningful and relevant curriculum, innovative 
instructional practices, strong analysis and thoughtful dialogue about evidence, a collaborative and team 
approach to learning and teaching, and a safe and nurturing learning environment.  The overall physical 
and behavioral well-being of our children will be our top priority as students will not learn if they are not 
physically and psychologically safe.  Education will truly be the shared responsibility of both the schools 
and the community, with families playing active roles in the schools and being full partners in ensuring 
the success of their children. In the interest of the entire Reading community, the school district and 
town government shall work cooperatively and collaboratively. As educators and members of our 
community, we believe that implementing this vision is our ethical responsibility to the children of the 
Town of Reading. 

 
Theory of Action 
If the Reading Public School District strategically allocates its human and financial resources to support 
high quality teaching, a commitment to the academic, social, and emotional needs of our students, the 
hiring and support of effective staff, and measurements of school performance and differentiated 
support, then students will make effective progress and be appropriately challenged, graduating from 
high school ready for college, career, and life as contributing citizens in a global society. 
 

Strategic Objectives 
 
The Reading Public Schools Strategic Objectives for 2014-15 include: 
 
1. Learning and Teaching-Deepen and refine our focus on the instructional core to meet the academic, 

social, and emotional needs of each child. 
2. Performance Management-Build a system that measures school performance and differentiates 

support based on need and growth. 
3. Investment and Development-Compete for, support, recruit, and retain, top talent while creating 

leadership opportunities and building capacity within our staff. 
4. Resource Allocation-Improve the alignment of human and financial resources to achieve strategic 

objectives. 
 

Strategic Initiatives 
 
1. Implement the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks for Mathematics and Literacy, which includes 

updated interactive curriculum maps, meaningful and relevant assessments, and strong instructional 
practices throughout all classrooms. 

 
 a. Develop and pilot common assessments in all areas 
 b. Transition to the PARCC assessment 
 c. Improve state assessment scores in all areas 

d. Develop and implement a system of parent education and engagement around core curriculum 
frameworks 
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2. Develop and implement a plan to address the academic, social and emotional needs of all students 
by implementing the Multi-Tiered System of Support. 

 
 a. Improve safety protocols and procedures 

b. Increase tiered interventions based on data 
 
3. Improve the Reading Educator Evaluation Process and other staff evaluation systems 
 
 a. Develop and implement the use of student surveys 
 b. Develop and implement the use of staff surveys 
 
4. Improve the use of professional time, communication, and resources to support staff 
 
 a. Redesign the use of professional development time through professional learning communities 

b. Develop a communications plan for the district 
 

5. Develop and implement a long range plan for expanding early childhood education 

Budget Process and Timeline  
 
The process used to develop the FY2016 School Committee  Budget is designed to maximize 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƪŜȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ 
administrators, staff, and community members on budget priorities.  This process began in October and 
continues throughout the budget process including budget presentations to the School Committee and 
deliberations by the Committee during the month of January. 
 
The budget process begins with the analysis of enrollment and performance data; the development and 
refinement of district, school, and educator goals based on the needs of students and performance 
gaps; and the identification of resources needed to achieve effective progress towards those goals and 
objectives.  This process begins at the start of the school year and is completed by the end of October. 
 
In early October, as part of the budget process, the town convenes its annual Financial Forum, a joint 
meeting of the elected and appointed Boards and Committees.  At this time, the town establishes its 
ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ άŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ ŎƻǎǘǎΣέ which are the fixed costs to 
which available revenues are first allocated.  These costs include employee and retiree health insurance, 
debt service, energy and utility expense, and special education tuition and transportation expenses.  
These expenses are subtracted from available revenues and the remaining revenues are allocated to 
municipal and school budgets based on a historical ratio.  Last year, sixty-five percent of the net revenue 
was allocated for the school department budget.  At the October 28, 2014 Financial Forum, the 
proposed increase in general fund revenue allocated to the school department for non-accommodated 
costs was 2.5% or an increase of $1,032,070.  This was subsequently revised to 2.7% (and an adjustment 
to accommodated costs) for a total increase of $1,154,395 or 2.86%. 
 
During the next step of the budget process which occurs in early to mid-November, the Director of 
Finance and Operations distributes budget development guidelines, instructions, and forms to district 
and school administrators.  Department and school budget requests are then submitted to the Finance 
Office by the end of November.  Throughout November and December, the Superintendent reviews the 
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budget requests as well as the programmatic and financial implications of these requests taken as a 
whole.  By late December, the Superintendent determines the size and scope of the budget.   
 
In early January, the School Committee Budget is submitted to the School Committee for consideration.  
During the month of January, the Superintendent and Director of Finance and Operation present the 
program budgets to the School Committee for review and deliberation.  The School Committee either 
requests changes to the budget or adopts the budget as proposed.  Once adopted by the School 
Committee, the budget is then delivered to the Town Manager who, in accordance with Town Charter, 
must submit a balanced budget to the Finance Committee in February. 
 
During the month of March, the Finance Committee reviews the budgets of each municipal department, 
including the School Department.  The School Committee, Superintendent, and Director of Finance and 
Operations present and defend their budget request to the Finance Committee in late March.  The 
Finance Committee takes a vote on each departmental budget.  It is the responsibility of the Finance 
Committee to make recommendations to Town Meeting on each departmental request.   
 
!ǘ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ !ƴƴǳŀƭ ¢ƻǿƴ aŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ƭŀǘŜ !ǇǊƛƭΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ aŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ 
presented to Town Meeting for its review and approval.  Once approvŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ C¸Ω16 
General Fund Appropriation is set and is implemented for the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2015. 
 
Figure 4Υ C¸Ω16 Budget Calendar 

 
 
 

Town Meeting Warrant Closes September 3

C¸мр ς нр /ŀǇƛǘŀƭ tƭŀƴ ǘƻ CƛƴŀƴŎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜSeptember 8

Financial Forum I October 8

Budget Preparation information sent to all administrators and MUNIS budget training Mid-October

Budget input meetings with staff hŎǘƻōŜǊ нл ς bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ т

Budget Parents Identified October 

Principals present goals and budgetary needs hŎǘƻōŜǊ мр ς bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ м

Financial Forum II October 28

Building/department budget requests submitted to Central Office November 1

Town Meeting November 10

Superintendent Reviews building/department requests and performance goals bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ мς bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ мр

Superintendent holds community forums to discuss budget priorities bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ мн ς bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ ол

Budget Parent meetings Late November through January

Finalize FY16 Salary Projections December 1

Budget development deliberations undertaken by Administration December

{ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ CƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ December 30

Budget document distributed January 2

School Committee questions submitted in preparation for deliberations January 7

Budget overview presented to School Committee January 8, 12

Budget (cost center) presentations and deliberations by School Committee January 15, 22

Financial Forum III January 21

Open Public Hearing on Budget January 26

{ŎƘƻƻƭ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǾƻǘŜ ƻƴ {ǳǇŜǊƛƴǘŜƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘJanuary 29

School Committee Budget forwarded to Finance Committee and Town Manager February 4

School Committee meets with Finance Committee March 11

School Budget voted at Annual Town Meeting April 27, May 4, or May 7
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Information Overview  

District Enrollment  and Student Demographics  
 
School districts in Massachusetts are required to report student enrollment and demographic data to 
the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MA DESE) three times per 
year:  October 1, March 1, and Year End.  The October 1 figures are used to evaluate staffing needs and 
patterns for the School Committee Budget each year.  The enrollment projections used were developed 
using ǘƘŜ άŎƻƘƻǊǘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƳŜǘƘƻŘέ which is based on a ratio of the number of students in a grade in one 
year to the number of students in that grade in the prior year.  Kindergarten projections are based on 
the number of live births reported by the Massachusetts Department of Public Health. 
 
Figure 5: Historical and Projected Enrollment by Grade Level 

 
 
 
District-wide enrollment for {¸Ωнлм5-16 is projected to increase by 119 students, from 4,407 to 4,515.  
While enrollment at the elementary school dropped this year by 16 students the middle school 
enrollment increased by 54 students.  The projection shows elementary enrollment for next year 
rebounding to nearly its highest level in the last 5 years, an increase of 108 students.  Middle school 
enrollment is projected to decrease ōȅ рп ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ eighth grade transitions to 
high school.  High School enrollment is projected to increase by 53 students next year.  While 
historically, anywhere from 4% to 13% of eighth grade students do not move on to Reading Memorial 
High School, the enrollment numbers shown above do not include any adjustment for this attrition.   
 
The Reading Public Schools provides special education services to eligible students ages three to twenty-
two years of age deemed eligible through the special education team evaluation process.  Eligibility is 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ Řƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
achieve effective progress in the regular education program without special accommodations.  
LƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛon Program (IEP).  
Figure 6 shows historical data regarding the number of students with IEPs based on October 1 
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enrollment data.  As this table indicates, the number of students receiving special education services has 
increased by 5.5% between last school year and this school year and the total number of students is the 
third highest in the last decade.  This increase of 42 students has contributed to the additional demands 
on our special education staff.   
 
Figure 6: Special Education Enrollment Trends 

 
 
Figure 7 shows the enrollment for our high needs population, as defined by the Massachusetts DESE.  
What is apparent from the table below is that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily 
rising over the last several years.  We saw an increase of 42% or 101 students that meet the federal 
income guidelines for Free Lunch. 
 
Figure 7: Enrollment History for Other High Needs Populations 

 

Class Size 
 
The Reading School Committee and Reading Public Schools do not have a policy that mandates class 
size.  However, at the elementary level, the district conforms to a recommended class size of 18 to 22 in 
grades K-2, and 20 to 25 in grades 3-5.  As Figure 8 shows, most elementary schools are within these 
ranges with the exception of kindergarten at Joshua Eaton and Grade 5 at Joshua Eaton.  An additional 
Grade 1 teacher for Joshua Eaton is being recommended in the FY16 School Committee Budget.   

Academic 

Year

Total 

Enrollment

# of 

Students 

on IEP

% of 

Students

% of 

Students 

Statewide

# of Students 

Out of District

2005-06 4282 694 16.0 16.4 73

2006-07 4332 707 16.1 16.7 67

2007-08 4416 753 16.8 16.9 73

2008-09 4428 771 17.2 17.1 63

2009-10 4392 758 17.0 17.0 59

2010-11 4509 734 16.3 17.0 51

2011-12 4447 768 16.9 17.0 64

2012-13 4483 737 17.3 17.0 64

2013-14 4432 767 16.9 17.0 50

2014-15 4414 809 17.3 17.1 61

# % # % # % # % # %

2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1

2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0

2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1

2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2

2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2

2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 5.7 204 4.6 50 1.1

2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1

2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2

2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3

Academic

Year

Reduced Lunch
First Language Not 

English

Limited English 

Proficient
Low-Income Free Lunch
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Figure 8:  Average Class Size by Grade and School (2014-15 School Year) 

 

 
 
Middle school class size ideally should be between 20 and 26 students.  As Figure 8 shows, middle school 
class sizes are all essentially within the ideal range at Parker Middle School, but slightly higher at 
Coolidge Middle School.,  
 
At the High School level, άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ class size is more difficult to determine and assess given the various 
types of programs offered (college prep, strong college prep, honors, and advanced placement) and the 
number of courses taught, both required and elective.  The average class sizes shown in Figure 8 above 
are for required classes at each grade level.  As this figure shows, average class sizes are much improved 
ƻǾŜǊ {¸Ωнлмн-13 due to the investment in additional teaching staff made in the FY2014 budget.   
 
With respect to class sizes at the different levels, the High School aims to keep its college prep courses 
below 20 students given that these classes are usually more homogeneously grouped, co-taught classes 
with a higher percentage of special education students.  As Figure 9 below shows, the investment of 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ IƛƎƘ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωмп ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ 
the class size for the college prep course level.  In the current school year, the average class sizes in 
college prep course are all below 20 students.  In contrast, last year two-thirds of the sections had 
average class sizes at or in excess of 20 for the college prep courses. 
 
Figure 9: SY'2014-15 High School Class Size 

 

  

School Grade K Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12

Barrows 19.3         20.3         17.7         20.7         21.0         20.0         

Birch Meadow 20.3         21.3         19.0         23.7         22.0         22.7         

Joshua Eaton 24.5         20.3         20.3         22.3         22.8         25.3         

Killam 22.0         17.5         20.0         18.8         21.8         20.7         

Wood End 19.3         21.5         21.5         22.0         20.0         21.3         

Coolidge 26.7         26.2         26.5         

Parker 24.5         23.6         26.0         

High School 18.1         20.4         21.5         19.8         

Average 21.1         20.2         19.7         21.5         21.5         22.0         25.6         24.9         26.3         18.1         20.4         21.5         19.8         

AP

Grade 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12

Subject

  English 11.0         14.0         13.3         16.5         20.0         23.2         22.4         22.4         19.6         21.4         23.8         26.0         13.0         

  Math 12.4         15.4         18.8         20.7         22.9         26.2         21.7         26.0         21.8         23.0         27.0         18.3         

  Science 13.3         17.5         16.4         14.5         16.7         23.0         23.2         10.7         19.7         24.0         25.0         19.7         17.5         

  Social Studies 14.0         16.0         19.5         18.7         21.8         21.5         25.0         23.6         24.7         16.0         

Average 12.7         15.7         17.0         15.5         19.0         22.7         23.3         18.3         22.6         22.7         24.1         24.2         16.2         

College Prep Strong College Prep Honors
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Personnel Resources 
 
Education is, by its very nature, a very staff dependent operation.  The total number of staff as well as 
the allocation of staff resources is determined annually based on enrollment projections and shifts as 
well as student needs and services required to meet those needs.  As a result, 80% of our district 
operating budget is used for employee compensation which is not atypical of school districts in the state 
or across the country.  {ǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ Cǳƭƭ ¢ƛƳŜ 9ǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘǎΣ ƻǊ C¢9Ωǎ, which is arrived at by 
dividing the number of hours that an individual works by the base number of hours for the particular 
position.  For example, paraprofessionals and teachers base hours are 35 per week, while custodians 
ǿƻǊƪ пл ƘƻǳǊǎ ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪΦ  Lƴ {¸Ω2014-15, we have 571.3 FTE employees working for Reading Public 
Schools.  This figure is permanent employees only and does not include substitutes or other temporary 
employees or stipend positions.  Of this amount, 556.80 are funded from the general fund budget while 
14.5 are funded from grants. 
 

 
 

 
 
¢ƘŜ C¸Ωм6 Superintendents Recommended Budget includes funding for an additional 6.0 C¢9Ωǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ C¸Ωм5 staffing levels which is offset by a workforce reduction of 4.85 FTE for a net increase of .15 
FTE.  These adjustments are summarized below.  ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ C¸Ωм5 budgeted staffing levels is 
higher at 5.1 C¢9Ωǎ due to positions being aŘŘŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωм5 budget.  The source of 
ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ C¸Ωм5 was turnover savings from employees who left the 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ {¸Ωнлм3-14 ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ŦƻǊ {¸Ωнлм4-15 as well 
as better than anticipated federal grant awards. 
 
The 6.0 C¢9Ωǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ C¸Ωм6 include 2.0 FTE for Instructional Coaches for Math and 
Literacy as well as a 1.0 FTE Grade 1 Teacher and a 1.0 FTE Technician for the elementary level schools.  
In addition there is an identified need for a 1.0 FTE Program Director to oversee the Student Support 
Program and the Therapeutic Support Program.  The other 1.0 FTE is to hire a Board Certified Behavior 
Analyst (BCBA).  It is important to note that all of these incremental positions are funded through 
budget restructuring efforts.  The 1.0 FTE reduction in grant funded positions are the Title I tutors.  A 
determination on positions will be made based on FY16 Title I grant award and district needs. 

 FY12  FY13  FY14 

 Budget 

FY15 

Budgeted  

FY15

 Actual 

FY15 

 Actual       

FY15 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

 FTE  FTE  FTE  FTE Salary FTE Salary  FTE  Salary 

Administration            9.3            9.1            9.1                 9.1              790,256            9.1             741,156                9.1             767,539 

Regular Education       342.5       346.3       355.1            357.0        23,116,513        356.5       22,984,435           354.5       24,221,429 

Special Education       119.6       132.5       139.0            145.7          6,388,159        149.9          6,535,875           151.6          6,954,209 

Health Services            9.5            9.2            9.3                 9.3              546,433            9.3             559,837                9.3             594,754 

Athletics            1.2            1.5            1.5                 1.5                93,582            1.5                96,234                1.5             100,038 

Extracurricular            0.3            0.3            0.3                 0.3                26,718            0.3                26,717                0.3                27,508 

District Technology           4.4            5.9            5.4                 5.4              308,886            5.4             319,921                6.1             365,321 

Facilities          25.0          24.5          24.6               24.6          1,178,178          25.0          1,159,875             25.0          1,206,630 

Grant Funded          20.8          16.1          14.1               13.5              939,110          14.5             964,666             14.2          1,054,446 

Grand Total       532.6       545.3       558.2            566.2        33,387,835        571.3       33,388,716           571.5       35,291,873 

Figure 10:  Current and Projected Staffing Levels 
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Student Achievement  
 
Reading Public Schools has a strong record of performance, not just in academics, but in athletics and 
extracurricular activities as well.  There are a number of indicators or benchmarks that are traditionally 
used to measure the performance of district.  These include performance on the Massachusetts 
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS), the Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT), American College 
Testing (ACT), and Advanced Placement exams. 
 
One way to measure student success is to compare the MCAS performance over a time of a given cohort 
of students.  The figures below show MCAS performance by the current graduating class (Class of 2015) 
in English Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science & Technology in Grades 4, 6, 7, 8, and 10.   

Regular Education

Elementary Teaches 1.00         Additional Grade 1 Teacher

Para Educators (3.85)       Reduction in hours

 School Psychologist (1.00)       Restructuring

Instructional Coaches 2.00         Restructuring

Special Education

Board Certified Behavior Analyst 1.00         Restructuring

SSP/TSP Program Director 1.00         Restructuring

Districtwide

Technology Technician 1.00         Restructuring

Grant Funded

Tutor (1.00)       Needs to be determined

Net Adjustment 0.15         
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Figure 11:  English Language Arts MCAS Performance History, Class of 2015 

 

Figure 12:  Mathematics MCAS Performance History, Class of 2015 
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Figure 13:  Science & Technology MCAS Performance History, Class of 2015 

 
 

As you can see from the figures above, student performance improves quite dramatically between 
Grade 5 and Grade 10 for these current students.  The percent of students scoring advanced or 
proficient increased from 75% to 97% in ELA and from 58% to 92% in Mathematics.  Performance in 
Science & Technology, which was only administered three times to this class, increased from 59% to 
89%. 
 

Reading students have had a strong record of performance on college entrance exams.  The chart below 
compares the scores of Reading students to the state average for the four most recent years that data is 
available through the MA DESE. 
 
Figure 14:  Scholastic Aptitude Test Results, Reading versus State 
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An overwhelming majority of Reading High School graduates continue their formal education at two or 
four-year colleges.  Historically, between 87% and 92% of all graduates continue on to higher education.  
The figure below shows the historical data on placement choices for graduating seniors.   
 
Figure 15:  High School Graduate College Attendance Rates 

  
 

Financial Overview  

FY2016 Revenue Sources 
 
There are two main categories of funding available to the District, the general fund and special revenue 
ŦǳƴŘǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƻŦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ тл {ǘŀǘŜ !ƛŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōution to 
education.  Special revenue funds consist of grants (including entitlement, competitive, and private 
grants) and revolving funds where revenues such as kindergarten tuition, preschool tuition, or building 
rental fees are deposited.  As the figure ōŜƭƻǿ ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ (including funding 
necessary to cover school department accommodated costs) is projected to increase 1.2҈ ƛƴ C¸Ωм6 and 
contributions from grants and revolving funds increase by 22.14%. 

Number of 

Graduates

4-Year 

Graduation 

Rate

Percent to 

4-Year 

Colleges

Percent to 

2-Year 

Colleges

Total Percent

Continuing

2006 312 95.5 79 11 90

2007 289 89.6 85 7 92

2008 326 94.2 80 9 89

2009 317 93.7 83 8 91

2010 352 86.1 83 7 90

2011 295 95.9 82 5 87

2012 294 96.6 85 7 92

2013 328 96.0 86 7 93

2014 305 95.0 88 6 94
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Figure 16:  Municipal Revenue Sources 

  
 
The largest share of revenue comes from local property taxes which, by statute, cannot increase by 
more than 2.5% per year.  The anticipated increase of 5.3% is due to new growth in the community.  The 
second largest source of revenue comes from the State Aid receipts, most notably Chapter 70.  Chapter 
70 funding is determined by first calculating a Foundation Budget amount for each community based on 
its enrollment and then comparing that Foundation amount to tƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭity to pay as 
determined by its ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΦ  CƻǊ C¸Ωм6, the Town is predicting a modest 
2.5% increase in State Aid.  It is also important to note that the Town is utilizing $1,700,000 of its free 
cash reserves and the School Committee Budget includes a significant increase to Grant and Revenue 
Offsets to ƘŜƭǇ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωм6 Operating Budgets. 

FY2016 Expenses by Category 
 
The School Committee Budget is organized into five Cost Centers, representing the high level program 
categories that comprise the District Budget.  These include Administration, Regular Day, Special 
Education, School Facilities, and Other District Programs which includes Health Services, Athletics, 
Extracurricular Activities, and District-wide Technology.  These cost centers were established as such by 
a vote of the School Committee.  In accordance with that vote, the Administration is authorized to 
transfer funds within any cost center.  The Administration must, however, obtain approval of the 
Committee to transfer funds between Cost Centers. 
 
As shown in Figure 17 below, the FY2016 School Committee Budget reflects an increase of 2.86%.   The 
largest dollar increase to the budget is in the Regular Day Cost Center ($794,883) followed by Special 
Education ($253,842).  These increases account for 90.8% of the total increase of $1,154,395. The 
reasons for these increases are highlighted in Budget Drivers section of this Executive Summary and 
described in more detail in the Financial Section of this budget document.  
 

Projected % Projected %

FY - 2014 FY15 Change FY16 Change

Revenues Sources

  Property Taxes 55,774,186 58,337,728 4.6% 61,425,085 5.3%

  Other Local Revenues 5,652,474 6,072,516 7.4% 6,187,500 1.9%

  Intergov't Revenues 13,096,149 13,282,318 1.4% 13,614,376 2.5%

     Chapter 70 10,019,849 10,126,574 1.1% 10,236,574 1.1%

  Transfers & Available 4,835,042 3,755,816 -22.3% 3,677,003 -2.1%

  Free Cash 1,050,000 1,700,000 61.9% 1,700,000 0.0%

  Total Municipal Revenues 80,407,851         83,148,378      3.4% 86,603,964        4.2%

School Revenue Sources

  General Fund Revenues 36,624,806         38,306,344      4.6% 38,871,883        1.5%

Grant & Revenue Offsets 2,073,881           2,129,105        2.7% 2,600,485          22.1%

Total School Revenues 38,698,687         40,435,449      4.5% 41,472,368        2.56%
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Figure 17:  Expenditures by Cost Center 

  
 
As Figure 18 shows, the vast majority of the school department budget funds instructional services 
comprising 76.0% of the total.  This is followed by operations and maintenance (including technology 
infrastructure and maintenance) at 8.9%, payments to other districts (essentially out-of-district special 
education tuitions) at 7.4%, other school services (including therapeutic and health services, 
transportation, athletics, and extracurricular activities) at 5.4%, and district administration at 2.2%. 
 
Figure 18:  Allocation of FY'16 School Committee Budget by Major Function 

 

FY2016 Revenue and Expense Budget Projection  
 
¢ƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ ƻŦ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ 
sources in the subsequent year.  That revenue projection is typically based on historical trends in the 
various revenue sources.  Once the revenue budget is established, which generally happens in late 
hŎǘƻōŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ άŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘέ ƻǊ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻǿƴ 
officials believe must be funded ahead of any other expense of any municipal department.  These 
accommodated costs include items such as health insurance costs, debt service expense, energy and 
utility costs, and special education tuition and transportation for out of district placements. 
The accommodated costs are then subtracted from the available revenues, and the remaining revenues 
are divided between municipal government and school department based on historical ratios.  Available 
revenue to the school department is, then, the combination of the funds allocated for the school 

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Requested

Expended Expended Expended Budget Budget %

Cost Center FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 Change

Administration 891,443                915,855                932,578                937,583                925,790                -1.3%

Regular Day 20,981,467          22,356,036          22,509,037          23,602,764          24,397,647          3.4%

Special Education 9,742,215            9,338,940            9,546,764            11,098,659          11,352,501          2.3%

School Facilities 2,778,769            2,839,872            2,945,373            3,169,319            3,214,176            1.4%

District Wide Programs 1,247,724            1,310,955            1,374,192            1,509,648            1,582,254            4.8%

Grand Total 35,641,618          36,761,657          37,307,945          40,317,973          41,472,368          2.86%

District
Administration, 2.2%

Instructional 
Services,76.0%

Other School 
Services, 5.4%

O & M, 
8.9%

Payments to Other 
Districts, 7.4%
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ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ 
for accommodated costs.  
 
Figure 19:  Revenue and Expense Projections and Allocation 

 
 

Recent Projected % Projected %

FY'14 FY15 Change FY16 Change

Revenue Sources

Property Taxes 55,774,186          58,337,728            4.6% 61,425,085            5.29%

Other Local  Revenues 5,652,474            6,072,516              7.4% 6,187,500              1.89%

Intergovernmental  Revenues 13,096,149          13,282,318            1.4% 13,614,376            2.50%

Chapter 70 10,019,849         10,126,574            1.1% 10,236,574            1.09%

Transfers & Avai lable 4,834,942            3,755,816              -22.3% 3,677,003              -2.10%

Free Cash 1,050,000            1,700,000              61.9% 1,700,000              0.00%

Total Revenues 80,407,751          83,148,378            3.4% 86,603,964            4.16%

Accommodated Costs

Benefi ts 13,515,050          14,116,590            4.5% 15,073,243            6.78%

Capita l 2,355,500            2,308,000              -2.0% 2,200,000              -4.68%

Debt 3,970,500            3,222,730              -18.8% 4,538,687              40.83%

Energy 1,938,945            1,898,465              -2.1% 2,004,794              5.60%

Financia l 750,000               775,000                 3.3% 810,000                 4.52%

Special  Education 3,598,098            3,858,194              7.2% 4,025,000              4.32%

Vocational  Education 371,250               467,000                 25.8% 490,350                 5.00%

Miscel laneous 2,957,750            4,933,913              66.8% 3,013,986              -38.91%

Total Accommodated Costs 29,457,093          31,579,892            7.2% 32,156,060            1.82%

Revenue to Operating Budgets

Municipal  Government (32.13%) 15,423,120          16,240,552            5.3% 16,930,235            4.25%

School Department (66.96%) 33,947,993         35,421,173            4.3% 36,294,578            2.47%

Town Faci l i ties (0.9%) 410,962               425,346                 3.5% 435,980                 2.50%

School Expenses (Non-Accommodated)

Salary and Other Compensation 32,498,901          33,981,500            4.6% 35,667,846            4.96%

Contract Services 1,292,768            1,298,485              0.4% 1,186,785              -8.60%

Materia ls , Suppl ies & Equipment 886,126               904,497                 2.1% 792,144                 -12.42%

Other Expenses 1,344,079            1,365,796              1.6% 1,248,288              -8.60%

Revenue Offsets (2,073,881)           (2,129,105)             2.7% (2,600,485)             22.14%

School Expenses (Non-Accommodated) 33,947,993          35,421,173            4.3% 36,294,578            2.47%

School Expenses (Accommodated)

Special  Education 4,780,978            5,044,442              5.5% 4,977,837              -1.32%

Circui t Breaker (1,196,628)           (1,186,247)             -0.9% (952,837)                -19.68%

Energy & Uti l i ties 1,166,344            1,156,081              -0.9% 1,152,790              -0.28%

School Expenses (Accommodated) 4,750,694            5,014,276              5.5% 5,177,790              3.26%

School Committee's Budget 38,701,365          40,317,973            4.2% 41,472,368            2.86%

Total  Revenue 38,698,687          40,435,449            4.5% 41,472,368            2.56%

Total  Expense 38,698,687          40,435,449            4.5% 41,472,368            2.56%

Excess of Revenue Over (Under) Expense -                      -                        -                        
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As Figure 19 ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget meets the guidance provided by the Finance 
Committee.  To reach a level service FY16 budget, we would require an additional $849,620. 

 
Next Steps and Contact Information 
 
¢ƘŜ C¸Ωмс School Committee Budget will be presented on the following dates: 
 
Å Thursday, January 8 (Overview, Administration Cost Center) 
Å Monday, January 12 (Regular Day and Special Education Cost Centers) 
Å Thursday, January 15 (District Wide Services and Town/School Facilities Cost Centers) 
Å Thursday, January 26 (Public Hearing, Questions) 
Å Monday, January 29 (School Committee Vote) 

 
When the School Committee votes in late January on the budget, it will become the School Committee 
budget, which is then presented to the Town Manager.  The Town Manager then presents a full Town 
budget to the Finance Committee which is within the available revenues for the Town.  The School 
Committee budget will be presented in March to the Finance Committee of the Town who votes 
whether to refer the budget as is to Town Meeting or refer with changes.  Town Meeting then has final 
ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ  .ȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜΣ ¢ƻǿƴ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ǾƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ άōƻǘǘƻƳ ƭƛƴŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ 
budget.  It may vote to increase or reduce the total dollar value, but it cannot specify the line item to 
which the increase or decrease is to be made.   
 
Once the School Committee votes on the budget, the timeline for the next steps in the budget 
development process is summarized below. 
 
Financial Forum        January 21, 2015 
C¸Ωмс {ŎƘƻƻƭ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ .ǳŘƎŜǘ tǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ CƛƴŀƴŎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ March 11, 2015 
Annual Town Meeting       April 28, May 1, May 5, 2015 
 
Copies of the budget document are available at the Office of the Superintendent, the Reading Town 
[ƛōǊŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀǘ 
www.reading.k12.ma.us.  For additional information or clarification, please feel free to contact the 
Central Office Administration for assistance. 
 
Dr. John F. Doherty     Martha J. Sybert 
Superintendent of Schools    Director of Finance & Operations 
781-944-5800      781-670-2880 
John.doherty@reading.k12.ma.us   Martha.Sybert@reading.k12.ma.us  
  
 
 
  

http://www.reading.k12.ma.us/
mailto:John.doherty@reading.k12.ma.us
mailto:Martha.Sybert@reading.k12.ma.us
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/ÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ 

Town of Reading  
The Town of Reading is in Middlesex County, 
Massachusetts, United States, some 10 miles (16 
km) north of central Boston.  Reading was 
incorporated on June 10, 1644 taking its name 
from the town of Reading in England. Reading 
encompasses 9.9 square miles and is located 
approximately 12 miles North of Boston with easy 
access to major routes including 125/I-95, I93 and 
routes 28 and 129.  In addition, commuter rail and 
bus service is available in Reading.  The Town of 
Reading has a Representative Town Meeting form 
of government.  Town Meeting is comprised of 24 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ precincts 
for a total of 192 members.  Reading also has a 5 

member Board of Selectmen and a Town Manager. 
   
There are eight schools in the Reading Public Schools: Reading Memorial High School (grades 9-12), A.W. 
Coolidge Middle School (grades 6-8), W.S. Parker Middle School (grades 6-8), and five elementary 
schools (grades K-5): Alice Barrows, Birch Meadow, Joshua Eaton, J.W. Killam and Wood End.  Reading 
also has the RISE Preschool program, an integrated preschool, with classrooms located at Reading 
Memorial High School as well as the Wood End Elementary School. 
 

  
 
Reading participates in the Metropolitan Council for educational Opportunity (METCO), a voluntary 
desegregation program which brings approximately 75 students, grades K-12, from Boston to Reading.  
Reading is also one of ten member districts of the SEEM Collaborative and one of eighteen member 
districts of the North Shore Education Consortium.  Through these collaboratives, Reading Public Schools 
is able to partner with other districts in the area to provide special education as well as professional 
development and other services to our students and staff at a lower cost than a single district alone 

As of October 1, 2014, the enrollment at our schools is:

RISE Pre-School (grades Pre-K) 95

Alice Barrows Elementary School (grades K - 5) 359

Birch Meadow Elementary School (grades K - 5) 387

Joshua Eaton Elementary School (grades K - 5) 471

J. Warren Killam Elementary School (grades K - 5) 440

Wood End Elementary School (grades K - 5) 335

A.W. Coolidge Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 476

Walter S. Parker Middle School (grades 6 - 8) 593

Reading Memorial High School (grades 9 - 12) 1251

Total Enrollment 4407
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could secure the same services.  Reading Public Schools is also a member of The Education Collaborative 
(TEC).  To reduce costs, Reading Public Schools utilizes the TEC collaborative bid process for school and 
custodial supplies.  Through this collaborative purchasing arrangement, Reading Public Schools is able to 
purchase items at a reduced cost. 

Organization Structure  

School Committee 
 
The Reading School Committee consists of six members elected by the voters of Reading for three-year 
ǘŜǊƳǎΦ  9ŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǘǿƻ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǘŜǊƳ ƻŦ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŜȄǇƛǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƻǇŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǊŜ-election.  The current 
membership and terms of the Reading School Committee are as follows: 
 
Christopher Caruso, Vice Chairperson, Term Expires 2015 
Charles Robinson, Vice Chairperson, Term Expires 2016 
Jeanne Borawski, Term Expires 2017 
Linda Snow Dockser, Term Expires 2017 
Gary Nihan, Term Expires 2015 (one-year appointment to fill vacancy left by Harold Croft) 
Elaine Webb, Term Expires 2015 (one-year appointment to fill vacancy left by Rob Spadafora) 
 
Under Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 70, the School Committee has the power to select and to 
terminate the Superintendent, review and approve the budget, and establish the educational goals and 
policies for the schools in the district consistent with the requirements of law and statewide goals and 
standards established by the Board of Education. 

District Administration  
 
The District is led by the Superintendent of Schools, the Central Office Leadership Team, District 
Leadership Team, and Administrative Council.  The Central Office Leadership Team includes the 
Superintendent of Schools, Assistant Superintendent for Learning and Teaching, Director of Finance and 
Operations and the Director of Student Services.  The District Leadership Team includes the Central 
Office Leadership Team as well as the eight building principals.  The Administrative Council includes the 
District Leadership Team as well as all Assistant Principals, Special Education Team Chairs, RISE 
Preschool Director, Human Resources Administrator, District Administrator of Support Services and 
Department Directors (Facilities, Food Services, and Health Services). 
 
The Superintendent is the supervisor and evaluator of all District Level Administrators and Building 
Principals.  Each District Level Administrator is responsible for a number of different departments and 
functional areas of district operations.  Principals, under the 1993 Education Reform Act, are the 
supervisors and evaluators of all building based staff including professional and support staff 
(paraprofessionals, clerical, custodial, food services).  The district also employs one Network Manager 
who supervises and evaluates technology support staff that is district, not building-based. 
 
Figure 20 provides an overview of the organizational structure of the district. 
 
 



Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow  Page 42 

 
 

Figure20: District Organizational Chart 

 
 

District Partnerships  
 
Reading Public Schools are part of a larger community that believes in collaboration for the purpose of 
benefiting the children of Reading Public Schools.  We are fortunate to have many important partners 
who enrich the lives of our students through their contributions of resources ς both financial and 
volunteer time. 
 
Town of Reading 

¢ƘŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ ƻŦ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
important partner.  Of course we share in the tax revenues that 
represent the votersΩ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦe that values 
education, public service, and community engagement.  We also share 
many resources and collaborate to efficiently manage the operations of 
the community. 
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Reading Education Foundation 
The Reading Education Foundation is a volunteer organization of 
Reading residents working in partnership with the Superintendent of 
Schools and Reading Public Schools.  Its mission is to support innovation 
and excellence within the Reading Public Schools by raising and 
providing private money to fund initiatives that are beyond the reach of 
public funds. 

 
Parent-Teacher Organizations 

Each of our schools is fortunate to have a PTO comprised of parent 
volunteers who support teachers in each building.  This support includes 
parent education, teacher appreciation events, mobilization of 
classroom and school level volunteers, and funding for technology, 
enrichment, and other special programs.  

 
Parent Booster Organizations  

Reading Public Schools are supported by a significant number of parent 
booster organizations comprised of parent volunteers who raise, 
contribute, and dispense funds for the benefit of specific extracurricular 
activities including athletic teams, academic teams, and fine and 
performing arts. 

Distri ct Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes  
 
Reading Public Schools Strategy for Improvement of Student Outcomes was developed based on 
information gathered by the Superintendent from extensive staff, parent, school community, and 
general community input, as well as input from the Administrative Council and the School Committee.  
¢ƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
refined each year based on progress, input, and reflection.  Below are the District Improvement Goals 
ŦƻǊ {¸Ωнлмп-16. 

 
District Improvement Plan Goal 1:   Over the next two years, the Reading Public Schools will support 
Central Office administrators and building principals so that they are able to work with teachers to 
improve curriculum alignment, instructional strategies, student support and assessment methods in 
Literacy, Mathematics, and College and Career Readiness Skills.  The overall outcome will be that all 
students will demonstrate an increased growth and level of performance in their understanding of math 
and literacy Massachusetts Curriculum Framework standards, as measured by locally determined 
measures and state assessment scores.    

 
Strategic Objectives Addressed:  Learning and Teaching, Performance Management, Investment and 
Development 

 
Action Steps: 

¶ Develop and implement Professional Learning Community Structures at each level  

¶ Work with the Northeast District and School Assessment Center (DSAC), to develop a strategy 
and plan to move our district out of Level 3 accountability status.  
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¶ Administer Conditions of School Effectiveness Survey to parents and staff  

¶ Appoint a School Wide Task Force for Joshua Eaton, led by the Assistant Superintendent and 
consisting of parents, teachers, and administrators that will oversee the Joshua Eaton School 
Improvement process.   

¶ Each school council will use the data from the CSE to develop shorter, more focused surveys 
around key areas to strengthen.  In addition, principals may hold forums to present and discuss 
the data further.  As a result of the information gathered from surveys and forums, each 
building principal will work with their school councils to revise their current school improvement 
plans to reflect the survey results and other data. 

¶ Continue to make transition to Massachusetts Mathematics and Literacy Curriculum 
Frameworks by implementing the Math in Focus program in K-6, redesigning the middle school 
and high school math curriculum, and continuing to implement Lucy Caulkins Writing Strategies 
in K-8. 

¶ Through the Multi-tiered systems of supports and PLC discussions, academic interventions are 
identified for students who are struggling. 

¶ Complete a thorough analysis of special education services and programs throughout the 
district.  From the data, a plan will be designed to improve programs and services.  Using the 
entry plan process, the Special Education Parents Advisory Council and consultant services, the 
Director of Student Services will be conducting an analysis of special education programs and 
services throughout the district.   

¶ Form an IT District Governance Team of teachers and administrators to set direction for future 
technology integration decisions. 

¶ Implement Years 1 and 2 of District Determined Measures (DDM) 

¶ Provide ongoing monitoring of key measures to revise action steps, if necessary. 

¶ Provide ongoing proactive communication to parents and community about different initiatives. 
 

 

District Improvement Plan Goal 2:    
During the 2014-16 school years, the Superintendent will lead the District Leadership Team in 
increasing the learning capacity of all staff, the quality and diversity of professional 
development offerings and the effectiveness of the use of non-student time with staff and 
Professional Learning Communities as measured by staff survey feedback, an increase in the 
opportunities for teachers to act as leaders, and the quality of artifacts and minutes of PLC 
meetings.  In addition, we will increase the learning capacity of our District Leadership Team by 
the effective feedback received by the DLT and the quality of the artifacts generated from each 
DLT meeting/retreat.    
 
Strategic Objectives Addressed:  Learning and Teaching and Investment and Development  
 
Action Steps: 

¶ Gather baseline feedback data from the TELL Mass survey which assesses the quality of 
professional development in the district.  

¶ Identify and train teacher leaders on the skills of facilitative leadership.  

¶ Train Administrative Council on facilitative leadership using the School Reform Initiative 
Network 

¶ Develop and implement Professional Learning Community Structures at each level which will 
focus on the following four questions: 
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¶ What is it we want our students to learn?  What knowledge, skills, and dispositions do 

we expect them to acquire as a result of this course, this grade level, and this unit of instruction? 

¶ How will we know if each student is learning each of the skills, concepts, and 

dispositions we have deemed most essential? 

¶ How will we respond when some of our students do not learn?  What process will we 

put in place to ensure students receive additional time and support for learning in a way that is 

timely, precise, diagnostic, directive, and systemic? 

¶ How will we enrich and extend the learning for students who are already proficient? 

 

¶ Administer feedback tools periodically to assess the effectiveness of professional development 

experiences and Professional Learning Communities. 

¶ Create a District Action Plan and monitoring/public reporting process. 

¶ Assess effectiveness and make adjustments, when necessary. 

¶ Implement Structure for District Determined Measures that are aligned with Educator 
Evaluation System and Common Core State Standards 

¶ Work with administrators and Central Office Administrators to identify, pilot and/or develop 
District Determined Measures. 

¶ Continue to improve the use of the educator evaluation system as a tool to improve teacher 
practice.  Work with TAP Committee and Building Principals to develop and administer student 
and teacher surveys 

¶ Provide ongoing proactive communication to School Committee, parents, teachers and 
community about different initiatives 

 

 

District Improvement Plan Goal 3:   
During the 2014-16 school years, the District Leadership Team will successfully implement the Multi- 
Tiered System of Support Structure at each school as measured by a decrease in the following data 
points:  tardiness, office discipline referrals, number of students who have 10 or more absences in a 
school year, and the achievement gap between the high needs subgroup and the aggregate subgroup on 
standardized assessments and District Determined Measures.  In addition, if successfully implemented, 
there will be an increase in our accuracy in identifying students with special needs, as measured by the 
referral data from SST and the utilization of regular education initiatives to support students prior to a 
need for special education testing (MTSS interventions, SST, intervention support, etc.).  Moreover, we 
will see an improvement in the behavioral health of all students as measured by the Youth Risk Behavior 
Survey, Early Warning Indicator System, and other locally determined measures.  Finally, we will 
measure the effectiveness of our implementation by using the Tiered Fidelity Instrument (TFI). 
 
Strategic Objective Addressed:  Learning and Teaching and Performance Management 

 
Action Steps: 

¶ Secure grant funding for Implementation of key MTSS initiatives. 

¶ Implement initiatives identified in the grant. 
¶ Building MTSS Teams work with Central Office Administrators and consultants to implement 

Year 2 components of MTSS, including behavioral matrix, core values, office discipline referral 
plans, and supports to help students who are struggling. 
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¶ District MTSS Team formed to oversee implementation of MTSS grant and building based MTSS 
initiatives. 

¶ Implement Health Curriculum in grades 3-8. 
¶ Review and update the Bullying Prevention Plan Develop a long range plan for full 

implementation of health education. 

¶ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ {ŀŦŜǘȅ 
Committee to conduct a needs analysis of the safety and security procedures in the district and 
continue to improve those procedures through an interdepartmental collaboration with police, 
fire, and facilities.    

¶ Assistant Superintendent for Learning and Teaching will reconvene the District Wellness 
Committee to review current policies and building principals will develop building based 
wellness committees to implement building specific initiatives related to safety. 

¶ Administration will analyze YRBS and other data, make recommendations and implement 
changes, if necessary. 

¶ Staff will administer the SRSS screener as a tool to identify students who may be at risk. 
¶ Provide ongoing proactive communication to School Committee, parents and community about 

different initiatives. 
 

District Improvement Plan Goal 4:   
During the next two years, the district will develop plans to address the resource needs facing our 
district, including additional time for staff, additional programmatic space needs at the elementary 
schools, RISE preschool, and Reading Memorial High School; the implementation of full day kindergarten 
for all students, and additional instructional and administrative support needed to continue to move the 
district forward.   This will be measured by developing timelines for the implementation of Full Day 
Kindergarten, the identification of additional permanent educational space, the renovation of Killam 
Elementary School, additional professional time added to the existing school year, and a restructuring 
plan for instruction and administrative support. 
 

District Strategic Objectives Addressed:  Learning and Teaching and Resource Allocation 
 
Action Steps: 
 

¶ Form an Early Childhood Space Needs Working Group which will review alternatives regarding 
space needs to address preschool, full day kindergarten for all students, special education 
program and learning center space, and dedicated art and music classrooms.  An analysis of high 
school space needs should be included. 

¶ Based on the findings of the Working Group, identify an option or a series of options that is 
educationally sound and economically feasible for the Town of Reading.  As part of their role, 
the Working Group will be gathering feedback and communicating frequently with the 
community during the steps of the process.  These options could include: 
¶ Relocation of Central Office and expansion of RISE at RMHS 

¶ Modular classrooms at elementary schools 

¶ Permanent additions at elementary schools 

¶ Early Childhood Center 
¶ Identify short term space issues for the next 1-3 years and propose solutions. 
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¶ Review options for upgrading systems, space, and structures at Killam. 
¶ Create a task force of teachers, administrators, community members, and parents to identify 

the different time and learning needs necessary to move forward as a school district.  This group 
will meet by level and receive feedback through surveys and focus groups as to these needs 
from preK-12.  Some of the issues that this group will address could include: 
¶ Elimination of early dismissal at elementary schools 

¶ Extended school day 

¶ Increased STEAM opportunities, K-12 

¶ Full Day Kindergarten 

¶ Expanded Preschool 

¶ Certificate programs at the high school 

¶ Re-examination of Elementary, Middle, and High School schedules 
¶ Work with School and Town officials to identify the best options for Killam, Elementary Space, 

and Full Day Kindergarten that is educationally sound and is financial feasible for the community 

¶ Based on available space needs, implement Full Day Kindergarten for all students. 
 
District Improvement Plan Goal 5:   
During the 2014-15 and 2015-16 School Years, the Reading Public Schools will develop and implement a 
comprehensive communication plan for the school district.  The effectiveness of this plan will be 
measured by stakeholder surveys, the quality of the communication plan, and noticeable improvements 
in district and school communication. 
 
District Strategic Objective Addressed:  Performance Management 
 
Action Steps: 
 

¶ Identify a committee of staff and community members that will give input into the development 
of a Reading Public Schools Communication Plan 

¶ School Committee will discuss the possibility of moving forward with the District Governance 
Program and take action, where appropriate. 

¶ Conduct a communications audit which will assess the current level of effectiveness of 
communication in the district. 

¶ Using the recommendations from the audit and other survey data, develop a draft 
communication plan.  As part of this plan, the need for a part time communication specialist will 
be explored and a system to develop and implement a system of parent education and 
engagement around core curriculum frameworks. 

¶ Develop a final plan for implementation. 

¶ Implement the plan and monitor for effectiveness. 
 
Administrator District Determined Measures  

 
The following is a list of district determined measures that administrators will be using to gauge 
progress and improvement in the above goals.  The District Leadership will continue to review this list 
to revise, when necessary.  By January, 2015, three year measurement targets will be developed. 
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1. Percent of students who are reaching moderate or high growth on the District MCAS/PARCC 

SGP for Math and Literacy 

2. Percent of Students who are Advanced and Proficient on the state assessment 

3. DESE Accountability Rating 

4. Percent of Unexcused Tardiness 

5. Number of Office Discipline Referrals 

6. Percent of students with 8 or more absences in a school year. 

7. Achievement gap between high needs subgroup and the aggregate subgroup on 

standardized assessments and DDM 

8. Achievement gap between male and female students 

9. Number of students in high needs subgroup and METCO students who are in honors level, 

advanced, or AP level classes 

10. Gender breakdown of students in honors level, advanced, or AP level classes 

11. Accuracy of Student Support Team referrals for Special Education 

12. Tiered Fidelity Instrument to gauge progress in MTSS implementation 
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)ÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ 

The Information Section of the budget is designed to provide the reader with information necessary to 
set the context for the funds ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωм6 School Committee Budget.  This section includes key 
metrics and performance indicators for the district as a whole, for individual schools within the district, 
as well as benchmark comparisons with peer districts in Massachusetts.  The information provided will 
assist the reader in understanding the financial realities confronting our district, areas where the district 
or schools are performing well, and, more importantly, areas where there may be need for 
improvement.  It is also intended to give readers a better understanding of the investments necessary 
for the district to achieve its strategic performance goals and objectives. 

Education Funding  
 
State Education Aid  
 
In 1993, Massachusetts passed the Education Reform Act.  One of the major themes of this legislation 
included greater and more equitable funding for schools across Massachusetts.  The means for providing 
ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ άCƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘΦέ  The foundation budget 
is defined as the minimal level of funding necessary to provide an adequate education to the children in 
Massachusetts districts.  Each district's foundation budget is updated each year to reflect inflation and 
changes in enrollment. Enrollment plays an important role not just because of the total number of 
pupils, but also because of the differences in the costs associated with various educational programs, 
grade levels, and student needs. Districts differ greatly in the percentages of their student population 
that fall into these enrollment categories.  As a result, when districts' foundation budgets are presented 
in per pupil terms, there is considerable variation. The FY13 statewide average is $10,352 per pupil, but 
the range for academic districts is from $7,026 to $15,144. 4 
 
The Foundation Budget establishes required net school spending for a community which is the minimum 
ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōȅ ƭŀǿΣ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ! ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ άƭƻŎŀƭ 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ άŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅέ ǿƘƛŎƘ is calculated using a formula that takes into 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǉǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ  hƴŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƴŜǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
spending and local contribution are calculated, Chapter 70 funding (also known as state educational aid) 
is determined as the difference between required net school spending and local contribution.  It is 
instructive to note that many districtsΩ actual net school spending, particularly high performing districts, 
actually exceed required spending levels.   
 
Figure 21 ǎƘƻǿǎ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƴŜǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƴŜǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΦ  !ǎ 
you can see, Reading is one of those districts that historically have exceeded its required net school 
spending amount.  However, it is important to remember that the required net school spending is based 
on the foundation budget which is the minimum amount necessary to fund an adequate education.  A 
ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎ .ǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ tƻƭƛŎȅ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘΣ ά/ǳǘǘƛƴƎ /ƭŀǎǎΥ  ¦ƴŘŜǊŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
Foundatƛƻƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘΩǎ /ƻǊŜ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ,έ5 examined the adequacy of the Foundation Budget and 

                                                           
4
 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education web site. 

5
 http://www.massbudget.org/report_window.php?loc=Cutting_Class.html 
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identified άmajor gapsέ between what the foundation budget says districts need for certain cost 
categories and what districts actually require.  Some of the more significant conclusions of the study 
included: 
 

¶ Foundation understates core SPED costs by about $1.0 billion 

¶ Foundation understates health insurance costs by $1.1 billion 

¶ Most districts hire fewer regular education teachers than the foundation budget sets as an 
adequate baseline 

¶ Inflation adjustments have not been fully implemented, causing foundation to lag behind true 
cost growth 

 
Figure 21:  Reading Net School Spending, Required versus Actual 

 

On average, districts in Massachusetts spend 19҈ ŀōƻǾŜ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ όōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ C¸Ωм2 data).  However, 
there is great variation across the state with the least wealthy districts spending at Foundation and the 
wealthiest 20% of districts spending 39% above Foundation.  The areas of greatest excess spending 
include health insurance and other benefit costs, special education teachers, and special education out-
of-district.  In essence, these three categories of the Foundation Budget appear significantly 
underfunded.   
 
As Figure 22 below indicates, Reading spends less above Foundation than the state average.  Lƴ C¸Ωм3, 
wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƴŜǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƴŜǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ōȅ 14.6% compared to the 
state average of 19%.  Figure 22 also shows that the trend over the last three fiscal years has been a 
decline in the percentage above Foundation that we have been spending.  This figure also shows 
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hƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ тл ŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  Lƴ C¸Ωм3, 
Chapter 70 aid represented 22.6% of actual net school spending in Reading6.  
 
Figure 22:  Historical Chapter 70 Funding Formula Elements 

 
 

Local Funding for Education  
 
Reading relies heavily on local revenue sources to fund public education, most notably, local property 
taxes.  In 1980, a ballot initiative in Massachusetts to limit the growth of local property taxes passed.  
This law, referred to Proposition 2 ½, went into effect in 1982.  Essentially, the personal property tax 
may not increase more than 2.5% of the prior year's levy limit, plus new growth and any overrides or 
exclusions.  A community may vote to allow for a Proposition 2 ½ override vote to permanently increase 
the tax burden.  The last successful Proposition 2 ½ override in Reading was in April 2003 to fund the 
2004 Operating Budget.  Below is a table showing the historical property valuations and tax rates. 
 
Figure 23:  Historical property valuations and tax rates 

 
 
 

                                                           
6
 In Reading, Chapter 70 aid is treated as a general fund receipt rather than a school grant or revenue receipt as is 

the case in other districts. 

Required Required Actual Dollars Pct

Fiscal Foundation Pct Foundation Pct Local Chapter 70 Pct Net School Pct Net School Pct Over/Under Over/

Year Enrollment Chg Budget Chg Contribution Aid Chg Spending (NSS) Chg Spending Chg Requirement Under

FY93 3,426 18,009,296 14,934,763 1,474,055 16,408,818 16,408,818 0 0.0

FY94 3,470 1.3 18,168,519 0.9 15,860,901 1,780,426 20.8 17,641,327 7.5 17,600,700 7.3 -40,627 -0.2

FY95 3,537 1.9 18,912,841 4.1 16,323,493 1,944,641 9.2 18,268,134 3.6 18,835,792 7.0 567,658 3.1

FY96 3,650 3.2 19,962,502 5.5 16,815,560 2,269,855 16.7 19,085,415 4.5 20,449,740 8.6 1,364,325 7.1

FY97 3,764 3.1 21,055,390 5.5 17,089,518 2,855,026 25.8 19,944,544 4.5 21,796,634 6.6 1,852,090 9.3

FY98 3,838 2.0 22,007,347 4.5 17,208,754 3,439,540 20.5 20,648,294 3.5 23,370,995 7.2 2,722,701 13.2

FY99 3,939 2.6 23,267,882 5.7 18,145,204 4,299,206 25.0 22,444,410 8.7 25,357,087 8.5 2,912,677 13.0

FY00 4,101 4.1 24,344,556 4.6 19,682,473 4,992,952 16.1 24,675,425 9.9 27,285,571 7.6 2,610,146 10.6

FY01 4,142 1.0 25,408,207 4.4 20,114,966 5,717,802 14.5 25,832,768 4.7 28,906,685 5.9 3,073,917 11.9

FY02 4,124 -0.4 26,509,514 4.3 20,734,746 5,916,022 3.5 26,650,768 3.2 29,849,529 3.3 3,198,761 12.0

FY03 4,179 1.3 27,435,858 3.5 21,314,786 6,121,072 3.5 27,435,858 2.9 30,624,431 2.6 3,188,573 11.6

FY04 4,166 -0.3 27,738,874 1.1 21,656,767 6,082,107 -0.6 27,738,874 1.1 31,925,715 4.2 4,186,841 15.1

FY05 4,136 -0.7 28,212,906 1.7 22,211,375 6,082,107 0.0 28,293,482 2.0 33,976,446 6.4 5,682,964 20.1

FY06 4,161 0.6 29,463,124 4.4 23,184,689 6,290,157 3.4 29,474,846 4.2 36,527,898 7.5 7,053,052 23.9

FY07 4,175 0.3 31,463,026 6.8 24,343,136 7,119,890 13.2 31,463,026 6.7 38,423,801 5.2 6,960,775 22.1

FY08 4,208 0.8 33,194,639 5.5 25,152,672 8,041,967 13.0 33,194,639 5.5 39,703,186 3.3 6,508,547 19.6

FY09 4,272 1.5 35,385,849 6.6 26,121,634 8,289,951 3.1 34,411,585 3.7 39,979,867 0.7 5,568,282 16.2

FY10 4,279 0.2 36,474,849 3.1 26,451,786 9,078,931 9.5 35,530,717 3.3 40,637,674 1.6 5,106,957 14.4

FY11 4,265 -0.3 35,612,661 -2.4 26,779,324 9,437,516 3.9 36,216,840 1.9 42,284,871 4.1 6,068,031 16.8

FY12 4,284 0.4 36,437,713 2.3 27,264,731 9,488,181 0.5 36,752,912 1.5 43,047,360 1.8 6,294,448 17.1

FY13 4,312 0.7 38,136,802 4.7 28,233,100 9,903,702 4.4 38,136,802 3.8 43,722,350 2.7 5,585,548 14.6

FY14 4,309 -0.1 38,817,531 1.8 29,008,253 10,011,427 1.1 39,019,680 2.3 45,754,079 * 4.6 6,734,399 17.3

FY '10 FY '11 FY '12 FY '13 FY '14

Year End Year End Year End Year End Year End

Population 24,139                 24,528                 25,011                 25,624                 25,799                 

Number of Voters 16,872                 16,858                 17,611                 17,821                 17,765                 

Valuation of Real Estate $3,599,982,041 $3,702,250,747 $3,719,855,326 $3,640,514,408 $3,785,230,715
Valuation of Personal Property $45,778,760 $45,295,130 $44,158,280 $46,123,120 $44,082,060

Total Assessment Value $3,645,760,801 $3,747,545,877 $3,764,013,606 $3,686,637,528 $3,829,312,775

Tax Rate per $1,000 Valuation $13.75 $13.80 $14.15 $14.94 $14.74
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The school department budget is the largest budget of any municipal department in the town of 
Reading.  The figure below shows the breakdown of how the average tax bill in Reading is spent.  As you 
can see, the funding for the education of children in our district represents 53% of the average tax bill. 
 
Figure 24:  What the Average Tax Bill in Reading Funds 

 
 
Prior to 1991, Massachusetts had a separate tax rate for education at the municipal level.  The current 
tax rate of the Town supports educational and municipal expenditures and iǎ ǎŜǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴ !ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ 
Office, with approval by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue, on an annual basis.  In the figure 
below, we compare the average tax bill in Reading to 12 other communities that are often used as peers 
for benchmarking and comparison purposes.  As you can see from Figure 25 below, over the past five 
ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǘŀȄ ōƛƭƭ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀ Ǌŀƴƪ ƻŦ 7 out of 13.  With regard to the statewide 
ranking, that figure too has remained relatively consistent ranging from 50 to 54 over the past five years, 
ǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘŀȄ ōƛƭƭ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ мр҈ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƻƴǿŜŀƭǘƘΦ 
 
Figure 25:  Comparison of Average Tax Bills Reading versus Comparable Communities 

 
 
The School Committee and Administration are appreciative of the support that the taxpayers of Reading 
provide to the schools and are mindful of the budgetary implications on the taxpayers when developing 
our budget proposal.  We feel a strong obligation to be transparent and accountable as to how we use 
the resources we are provided.  The sections that follow are intended to provide readers with a better 
sense of how resources are utilized in the district to improve student outcomes as well as to report on 
those outcomes and other measures of performance. 

Schools

Public Safety

Public Works

General Government

Library & Recreation

Finance

Insurance and Other Unclassified

Health & Human Services

Intergovernmental

Total Median Property Tax Bill

1%

100%

5%

2%

5%

15%

1%

$74

$6,576

$304

$158

$354

$993

$44

FY'14 Dollars FY'14 Percent

$3,493

$686

$469

53%

10%

7%

Comparable Average Statewide Table Average Statewide Table Average Statewide Table Average Statewide Table Average Statewide Table

Community Tax Bill Rank Rank Tax Bill Rank Rank Tax Bill Rank Rank Tax Bill Rank Rank Tax Bill Rank Rank

Belmont $9,216 12 1 $9,676 12 1 $9,964 13 1 $10,359 13 1 $10,566 13 1

Chelmsford $5,267 67 9 $5,427 70 10 $5,653 70 9 $5,799 70 10 $6,119 67 9

Dedham $5,227 70 10 $5,483 66 8 $5,770 65 8 $5,937 66 8 $6,217 64 8

Easton $5,328 63 8 $5,448 68 9 $5,642 71 10 $5,848 67 9 $6,040 69 10

Hingham $7,108 36 3 $7,224 37 3 $7,650 37 3 $7,973 31 3 $8,228 33 3

Mansfield $4,992 82 11 $5,176 83 11 $5,164 89 11 $5,370 89 11 $5,628 85 11

Marshfield $4,218 126 12 $4,332 128 12 $4,480 131 12 $4,608 127 12 $5,002 116 12

Milton $6,929 37 4 $7,134 38 4 $7,321 39 4 $7,471 40 4 $7,740 39 4

North Andover $5,975 50 6 $6,161 49 6 $6,350 50 6 $6,559 51 6 $6,738 50 6

Reading $5,953 51 7 $6,109 50 7 $6,290 52 7 $6,458 54 7 $6,576 54 7

Shrewsbury $3,893 155 13 $3,955 157 13 $4,139 156 13 $4,322 151 13 $4,483 152 13

Westford $6,594 41 5 $6,719 42 5 $6,901 45 5 $7,097 45 5 $7,312 45 5

Winchester $8,771 15 2 $9,167 15 2 $9,557 14 2 $9,839 14 2 $10,195 14 2

Statewide Average3 $4,537 $4,711

FY '11 FY '12 FY '14

$5,044

FY '13

$4,818

FY '10

$4,390
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Allocation of District Resources  
 
Resource allocation is one of our four district strategic objectives.  The objective is to improve the 
alignment of human and financial resources to achieve all of our strategic objectives and initiatives to 
support teaching and learning and, ultimately, ensure students are college and career ready.  The intent 
of this section is to provide the reader with an understanding of how district resources are spent, both 
at the district level as well as at the school level. 

Per Pupil Spending  
 
As we know, educating children is a labor intensive enterprise.  Our school district spends 78.6% of the 
funding it receives on the staff salaries.  The remainder is spent on such items as instructional supplies, 
materials, and equipment; technology; out-of-district tuition and transportation; energy and utilities; 
and building repair and maintenance.   
 
All districts in Massachusetts file an End of Year Pupil and Financial Report with the MA DESE.  This 
report allows a district to examine per pupil spending across a number of broad spending categories. 
Using a per pupil amount allows for better comparability both within the district and between school 
districts as it normalizes for enrollment.  Examining per pupil spending by category helps us better 
understand where investments are made and where they may be lacking.  Comparison between schools 
helps us determine if our resources are allocated equitably and if resources can be reallocated to target 
higher need schools or populations.  Comparison between districts allows us to target districts with 
comparable financial means that may be achieving better results in areas that we are looking to 
improve, seek out the best practices and/or strategic investments being made in those districts, and 
potentially transfer those best practices or investment decisions to our district to improve our 
outcomes. 

Per Pupil Spending by Category  
 
The MA DESE reporting system categorizes expenditures into eleven general functional areas that are 
listed in Figure 26 below.  The expectation would be, of course, that the highest level of per pupil 
ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά/ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ  !ǎ ƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ 
άtŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ hǳǘ-of-5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭly the highest per pupil amount.  
 
Figure 26:  C¸Ωм3 Per Pupil Spending By Category 

 

 
 

2012-13 Per Pupil Expenditures

General Fund 

Appropriations

Grants, 

Revolving & 

Other Funds

Total 

Expenditures

As % of 

Total

Expenditure 

Per Pupil

State 

Average 

Per Pupil

Difference 

b/w District 

& State

Administration $1,359,233 $127,306 $1,486,539 2.9% $334 $484 ($150)

Instructional Leadership $2,736,611 $185,521 $2,922,132 5.7% $658 $882 ($224)

Classroom and Specialist Teachers $18,506,811 $1,466,683 $19,973,494 39.2% $4,494 $5,291 ($797)

Other Teaching Services $3,893,207 $125,654 $4,018,861 7.9% $904 $1,089 ($185)

Professional Development $915,079 $283,666 $1,198,745 2.4% $270 $225 $45

Instructional Materials, Equipment and Technology $1,618,223 $366,438 $1,984,661 3.9% $447 $409 $38

Guidance, Counseling and Testing $1,376,572 $48,174 $1,424,746 2.8% $321 $403 ($82)

Pupil Services $1,479,538 $1,764,006 $3,243,544 6.4% $730 $1,293 ($563)

Operations and Maintenance $3,632,053 $355,657 $3,987,710 7.8% $897 $1,066 ($169)

Insurance, Retirement Programs and Other $6,916,458 $83,594 $7,000,052 13.8% $1,575 $2,236 ($661)

Payments to Out-Of-District Schools $2,359,202 $1,293,870 $3,653,072 7.2% $54,523 $21,485 $33,038

Total Expenditures $44,792,987 $6,100,569 $50,893,556 100.0% $11,281 $14,021 ($2,740)
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This category captures the expense for any student who is attending school outside the district.  This 
includes not only special education out of district placements, but charter school or school choice 
placements as well.  Since we have very few children in charter schools or school choice programs, our 
reported figure is essentially made up entirely of special education placements which are much higher in 
cost than the average charter school placement ($10,000 - $30,000) or the average school choice 
placement ($5,000).  As this is also a per pupil calculation, the amount reflected is the total out-of-
district tuition divided by the number of sǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ  CƻǊ ǳǎΣ ŦƻǊ C¸Ωм3, the 
basis was 64 students.  This is the reason that our figure is so much higher than the state average.  In 
calculating the overall state average, however, it is important to note that this category does not receive 
a lot of weight in our per pupil calculation due to the number of students in this category. 
 
The Classroom and Specialist Teachers category is the next highest per pupil amount.  A comparison to 
the state average shows that this is the category with the second largest difference between district and 
state per pupil spending.  Average teacher salaries in Reading are lower than the state average teacher 
salary with Reading at $66,048 compared to the state average of $71,620, a difference of $5,572.  This is 
due in part to our salary schedule being lower than other comparable districts but also due to the fact 
that we have a more junior staff than many of our comparable districts.  In Reading, thirty-nine percent 
of our staff has fewer than ten years of experience teaching; on average in Massachusetts, that figure is 
around thirty percent. 
 
Another category in which we are significantly below the state average per pupil is in insurance, 
retirement and other benefits.  This is likely due to the GIC-type tiered health insurance plan that we 
have for our employees which is very cost competitive.  Furthermore, the employer-employee cost 
share in Reading is 71% employer paid and 29% employee.  The average in the state is closer to 80% 
employer and 20% employee. 
 
Pupil Services is another category that appears underfunded when compared to the state average per 
pupil.  This category includes transportation and other student activities such as athletics or 
extracurricular.  The reason why Reading is significantly below the state average is due to the fact that 
we have such little bussing in the district.  Because we have neighborhood schools, we require only two 
buses for each school day for transporting children.  This is significantly below most other districts in the 
area as well as the state.  When the figure for this category is adjusted for transportation, the difference 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ƛǎ Ϸ189 per pupil, much more aligned to the 
other categories. 
 
The one area where we have historically spent more per pupil than the state average is the professional 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ  C¸Ωмм ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǿŀǎ 
lower, although not significantly lower.  Between F¸Ωмл ŀƴŘ C¸Ωмн ǿŜ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 
development as well as our curriculum expenses significantly in order to minimize personnel cuts during 
these lean budget years.   Iƴ C¸Ωмн this trend reversed as a result of the increase to the professional 
development budget due to common core and educator evaluation implementation as well as other 
training needs. 
 
The overall message to be gleaned from this comparison of categorical per pupil expenditures is that all 
of our expenditure categories appear underfunded when compared to the state average and that re-
allocation of resources from one category to another would merely cause a particular category to be 
even further underfunded.  The one area that we have looked to as a source of funds is out-of-district 
tuition.  With the average out-of-district special education placement costing the district over $62,000, 
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the ability to offer in-district programs for these students is not just best for students but also financially 
beneficial as well.   

Per Pupil Spending  by School 
 
Figure 27 shows the instructional per pupil comparison by building and by program for all funding 
sources (general fund, grants, and revolving funds).  As this figure shows, there is a rather significant 
variation for special education with a high of $16,981 for Barrows Elementary School to a low of $3,696 
for Reading Memorial High School.  This data indicates that we are under-funding special education at 
the High School.  While this was addressed through the addition of 1.5 FTE in the C¸Ωмп .ǳdget, the per 
pupil expenditure at the High School based on special education enrollment still lags significantly behind 
other schools and programs.  The addition of one special education paraeducator and one social worker 
for the TSP Program will have a modest impact on the special education per pupil for the High School.   
 
Figure 27:  Instructional Per Pupil Spending by Program, all funding sources 

 

 
 

Comparable District Spending  
 
As mentioned in the introduction to this sectiƻƴΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 
comparable peers helps us to determine how we might consider allocating resources differently to be 
able to achieve key performance goals, be they student or other goals.  The first step in this process is to 
determine a reasonable set of comparable peers.  For our comparisons, the peers that have been 
selected are those that have similar enrollment and similar financial profiles.  An analysis was performed 
using nine different demographic and financial metrics including population, per capita income, 
equalized property value, average single family tax bill and size of municipal budget.  The chart below 
shows that Reading ranks 13th out of 13 in per pupil spending for in-district students at $11,281.  The 
average per pupil spending for these thirteen comparable districts is $12,273 or $992 above our district 
per pupil.  If our district were funded at the average per pupil for these comparable districts, it would 
translate to an additional $4,387,516 in fundƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ. 
 

FY15 

School Enrollment

Alice M Barrows Elementary 359 $5,069 $1,514 32 $16,981

Birch Meadow Elementary 387 $4,778 $1,979 62 $12,352

Joshua Eaton Elementary 471 $4,180 $867 46 $8,882

J Warren Killam Elementary 440 $4,470 $1,113 51 $9,599

Wood End Elementary 335 $4,700 $1,611 49 $11,017

Arthur W Coolidge Middle 476 $6,106 $1,535 98 $7,456

Walter S Parker Middle 593 $5,643 $1,443 99 $8,642

Reading Memorial High 1251 $5,807 $798 270 $3,696

Mean     $5,094 $1,357 $9,828

Median     $4,924 $1,478 $9,241

FY15 SPED 

Enrollment

PPE - Special 

Education (using 

Special Ed 

Enrollment

FY15 Budgeted 

PPE - Reg'I Ed

FY15 Budgeted 

PPE - Special 

Education
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Figure 28  FY'13 In-District Per Pupil Spending 

 
 
 
In comparing per pupil spending for the various functional categories that DESE tracks (see Figure 29), 
one can see that Reading ranks among the five lowest of the comparable districts in all categories with 
the exception of professional development and supplies, materials & equipment.  Included in our 
professional development spending is tuition reimbursement for staff.  This is a benefit that many 
districts have eliminated over the past several years.  Reading improved from its 8th place ranking in 
C¸Ωмн ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǎΣ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ϧ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ǇŜǊ ǇǳǇƛƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ нnd ǇƭŀŎŜ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ C¸Ωмо 
spending due to the one time investment in a new Math curriculum.  The table below also shows that 
we are most significantly behind both the state average and our comparable average in the Classroom 
and Specialist Teachers category which represents salaries paid to these staff. 
 

$
1

2
,6

5
9 

$
1

2
,1

5
8 

$
1

6
,4

3
4 

$
1

1
,4

7
6 

$
1

1
,4

3
0 

$
1
2

,1
0
1 

$
1

1
,4

2
4 

$
1

2
,9

9
2 

$
1

1
,7

6
9 

$
1

1
,2

8
1 

$
1

1
,6

1
2 

$
1

1
,8

3
8 

$
1

2
,3

8
0 

$8,000

$10,000

$12,000

$14,000

$16,000

$18,000



Instilling a joy of learning and inspiring the innovative leaders of tomorrow  Page 57 

 
 

Figure 29:  FY'13 Per Pupil Expenditures by Category for Comparable Districts 

 
 

Special Education Spending 
 
Special education expenses present a unique challenge to school districts due to their variability and lack 
of predictability.  Our goal is always to provide the highest quality services to students and to provide 
those within the district.  Over the last ten years, our district has increased its in-district special 
education programs from one program to seven different programs across the district.  The figure below 
shows the number of students in each of the programs in the current school year.  Descriptions of each 
program can be found in the Special Education Cost Center discussion in the Financial Section of this 
document.  The total number of children in special education programs is 197 with the greatest number 
of students currently in the Language and Learning Disabilities program. 
 
Figure 30:  SY'15 In-District Special Education Program Enrollment 

 
 
When we are unable to provide the necessary services for a child to be able to make effective progress, 
then it becomes necessary to place the child in an out of district program.  In that case, the district is 
responsible for the tuition and transportation expense for that child.  Depending upon the placement, 
out-of-district tuitions can range from a low of $40,000 to a high of over $300,000 for a private 
residential placement.  Figure 31 shows the historical special education expenditure trends for Reading 
Public School.  This data shows the extreme variability in special education expenditures, particularly 
out-of-ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǘǳƛǘƛƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜΦ  .ŜǘǿŜŜƴ {¸Ωнллп ŀƴŘ {¸ΩнллрΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǘǳƛǘƛƻƴ 

District Name

Total, In-

District
Rank

Adminis-

tration
Rank

Supplies, 

Materials, & 

Equipment

Rank
Professional 

Development
Rank

Classroom & 

Specialist 

Teachers

Rank

BELMONT $12,659 3 $347 7 $413 3 $130 7 $4,718 8

CHELMSFORD $12,158 5 $469 4 $544 1 $193 4 $4,635 10

DEDHAM $16,434 1 $1,012 1 $282 6 $220 3 $5,954 1

EASTON $11,476 10 $385 5 $213 11 $63 11 $4,688 9

HINGHAM $11,430 11 $291 12 $134 13 $65 10 $4,880 6

MANSFIELD $12,101 6 $264 13 $224 10 $262 2 $4,974 5

MARSHFIELD $11,424 12 $384 6 $274 7 $56 12 $5,017 4

MILTON $12,992 2 $488 3 $225 8 $108 9 $5,409 2

NO ANDOVER $11,769 8 $312 10 $153 12 $24 13 $4,441 13

READING $11,281 13 $334 8 $447 2 $270 1 $4,494 12

SHREWSBURY $11,612 9 $312 11 $328 4 $129 8 $4,613 11

WESTFORD $11,838 7 $317 9 $224 9 $186 5 $4,771 7

WINCHESTER $12,380 4 $527 2 $327 5 $142 6 $5,176 3

AVERAGE $12,273 $419 $291 $142 $4,905

READING VS. AVERAGE -$992 -$85 $156 $128 -$411

STATE AVERAGE $14,021 $484 $409 $225 $5,291
READING VS. STATE AVERAGE-$2,740 -$150 $38 $45 -$797

K Gr 1 Gr 2 Gr 3 Gr 4 Gr 5 Gr 6 Gr 7 Gr 8 Gr 9 Gr 10 Gr 11 Gr 12 Total

Compass 4 1 5

Dev. Learning Ctr I 5 3 4 4 4 3 4 5 2 5 2 3 39

Dev. Learning Ctr II 0 2 1 2 5

Integrated Learning Prog. I 1 1 2 1 1 2 4 3 1 6 22

Integrated Learning Prog. II 1 2 4 7

Language Learning Disabilities 1 3 3 4 5 10 7 10 10 9 3 65

Student Support Program 1 2 3 1 2 5 3 2 5 5 13 42

Therapeutic Support Program 1 1 3 7 12

Total 5 7 9 11 11 9 17 24 16 19 21 17 36 197
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ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ нрΦп҈Φ  Lƴ {¸ΩнлмлΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ моΦм҈ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ prior school year.  The data also 
show the significant in-district increases that occurred in the years between 2003 and 2009 as our in-
district programs were growing with staffing added to support those programs. 
 
Figure 31:  Historical Special Education Spending 

 
 
The data shows that our in-district expenses have significantly ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ C¸Ωмн ǘƻ C¸Ωмо ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŘǳŜ 
to a 12.7%or $650,279 increase to teaching and a 95.6% increase to other instructional expenditures 
which includes supervisory, textbooks, materials and instructional equipment.  During this same time 
period we benefited from a 16.7% reduction in out-of-district tuitions due in part to our in district 
programs and students aging out of the school system.  The data show that the gap between the 
percentage of budget for special education costs between our district and the statewide average has 
been narrowing over these same years.   
 
We also observe that we are spending less on special education as a percent of the total budget than 
ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ ǇŜŜǊǎΦ  CǊƻƳ C¸Ωл8 ǘƻ C¸ΩмлΣ ǿŜ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎΦ  !ǎ ƻŦ C¸Ωм3, we dropped to 12th place when compared to these 
other twelve districts.  In essence, this indicates that our district has been working hard to stabilize 
special education expenses and has been successful relative to other comparable districts. 
 

Fiscal 

Year

 In-District 

Instruction 

 Yr/Yr % 

Change 

 Out-Of-District 

Tuitions 

 Yr/Yr % 

Change 

 % of School 

Operating 

Budget 

 State 

Average 

Percentage 

2003 3,498,538       2,726,148            20.3                 17.7               

2004 4,002,687       14.4% 2,929,036            7.4% 21.3                 18.6               

2005 4,468,696       11.6% 3,671,734            25.4% 23.2                 18.9               

2006 4,250,615       -4.9% 4,018,504            9.4% 21.8                 19.1               

2007 4,603,329       8.3% 4,241,134            5.5% 22.2                 19.4               

2008 5,011,644       8.9% 4,387,747            3.5% 22.8                 19.8               

2009 5,407,638       7.9% 4,503,089            2.6% 23.6                 20.1               

2010 5,316,345       -1.7% 3,913,861            -13.1% 22.2                 19.8               

2011 5,391,569       1.4% 3,552,879            -9.2% 20.9                 19.9               

2012 5,575,866       3.4% 3,702,507            4.2% 21.5                 20.6               

2013 6,674,941       19.7% 3,085,288            -16.7% 21.7                 20.9               
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Figure 32:  Special Education Spending as a Percent of Total Budget for Reading and Comparable Districts 

 
 
 

Historical Budget versus Actual Spending  
 
As a school district, we pride ourselves on responsible fiscal management, spending our resources as 
requested and returning funds that are not utilized during the course of a fiscal year.  As part of our 
efforts to ensure accountability, we report on our budget to actual for prior fiscal years in Figure 33 
below.  As indicated, the school department has returned funds each of the prior five fiscal years and 
has not required or requested additional funds for school department operations. 
 
Figure 33:  Historical Budget versus Actual Spending 

 

% of Total Table % of Total Table % of Total Table % of Total Table % of Total Table

District Budget Rank Budget Rank Budget Rank Budget Rank Budget Rank

Belmont 21.2% 7 19.8% 9 20.2% 8 21.8% 9 21.9% 9

Chelmsford 23.2% 5 22.0% 5 21.3% 6 23.3% 4 23.3% 4

Dedham 25.7% 1 26.2% 1 25.6% 1 26.2% 1 27.4% 1

Easton 19.4% 12 18.5% 11 18.3% 11 18.7% 12 21.7% 11

Hingham 20.1% 10 21.4% 6 19.6% 10 23.1% 5 23.3% 5

Mansfield 20.9% 8 20.6% 8 21.3% 5 22.1% 7 22.5% 8

Marshfield 22.3% 6 21.1% 7 22.4% 4 23.6% 3 24.0% 3

Milton 20.8% 9 19.0% 10 18.2% 12 21.9% 8 21.9% 10

North Andover 23.7% 3 23.3% 3 22.9% 3 22.1% 6 23.3% 6

Reading 23.6% 4 22.2% 4 20.9% 7 21.5% 10 21.7% 12

Shrewsbury 25.6% 2 23.7% 2 24.6% 2 24.6% 2 25.2% 2

Westford 13.4% 13 14.1% 13 14.1% 13 15.3% 13 16.9% 13

Winchester 19.6% 11 18.3% 12 19.6% 9 20.3% 11 22.6% 7

Statewide Average
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Allocation of Personnel Resources  
 
Staffing is driven primarily by enrollment changes and program needs.  The tables below show staffing 
resources for the prior year, current year, and requested for {¸Ωм5-16 by location, by position type, and 
by cost center. 
 
As Figure 34 below shows, staffing at the elementary schools is fairly consistent and is reflective of 
overall enrollment at each school.  Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ C¸Ωм3 to 
C¸Ωмп ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ C¸Ωм6 budgeted.  This is due to the shifting of the DLC programs from Barrows to Birch 
Meadow, which had no special education programs in C¸Ωмо.  In the current school year, the DLC 
programs for the primary grades were shifted from Barrows to Birch Meadow.  This shift will continue 
and will ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ C¸ΩмсΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘ ŦƻǊ C¸Ωм6 is not included in the table below; rather, it only 
contains the staffing shifts that occurred in the current year that will continue into next year.  It is 
anticipated that two teachers and three paraprofessionals will shift from Barrows to Birch Meadow next 
year. 
 
Parker is the larger of the two middle schools with 117 more students than Coolidge.  While Parker does 
ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎΣ /ƻƻƭƛŘƎŜΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ōecause Coolidge is 
home to five special education programs while Parker has just one program.  The High School has the 
largest number of staff for its 1,255 students. 
 
Figure34:  Staffing By Location 

 
 
Teachers comprise the largest percentage of our district staff at 56.8%.  This includes both regular 
education and special education classroom and program teachers.  This does not include specialists 
(reading, technology integration, and library/media) which make up another 2.8%.  When combined, 
teachers and specialists account for 62.2% of all staff.  Paraprofessionals (regular education, special 
education, and tutors) comprise 18.2% of our staff.  Thus, 80.4% of district staff is providing instructional 
services to students.  Another 8% of our staff provides counseling, medical, and therapeutic support to 
students.  District and building administrators, instructional leaders, and secretaries make up 9.4% of 
our staff.  Custodial staff comprises 3.3% of our staff.  Finally, the area where we are most understaffed 
ς technology - comprises 1.1% of our total staff in the district. 

 FY12  FY13  FY14 

 Budget 

FY15 

Budgeted  

FY15

 Actual 

FY15 

 Actual       

FY15 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

Budgeted 

FY16

 FTE  FTE  FTE  FTE Salary FTE Salary  FTE Salary

District 31.4        32.9        32.7        33.2        2,390,231    33.8        2,338,073     38.8          2,788,704   

Barrows 52.8        54.1        49.4        49.9        2,635,987    47.4        2,547,600     47.4          2,674,098   

Birch Meadow 41.7        41.4        49.9        49.8        2,672,103    53.3        2,833,831     52.8          2,966,626   

Joshua Eaton 45.9        46.3        46.7        47.8        2,704,320    50.9        2,823,541     48.4          2,933,397   

Killam 47.8        47.6        48.6        49.6        2,798,258    51.0        2,815,798     50.4          2,952,673   

Wood End 42.2        46.8        45.7        45.2        2,379,069    45.1        2,366,142     43.6          2,462,409   

Coolidge 62.9        63.7        63.9        66.8        3,944,853    66.8        3,865,606     66.6          4,011,595   

Parker 68.3        69.0        70.5        70.5        4,312,091    70.0        4,287,206     69.8          4,469,642   

RMHS 122.1      125.3      132.3      134.3      8,645,084    133.7      8,615,419     134.5        9,093,023   

RISE 17.6        18.4        18.5        19.2        905,839       19.4        895,499        19.4          939,707       

Grand Total 532.6      545.3      558.2      566.2      33,387,835 571.3      33,388,716  571.5        35,291,873 
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Figure 35:  Staffing by Position 

 
 

 FY12  FY13  FY14 

 Budget 

FY15 

Budgeted  

FY15

 Actual 

FY15 

 Actual       

FY15 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

Budgeted 

FY16

 FTE  FTE  FTE  FTE Salary FTE Salary  FTE Salary

Administrative Assistant 5.0         4.8         4.8         4.8         248,986       4.8         240,986       4.8              248,155         

Assistant Principal 5.0         5.0         5.0         5.0         529,646       5.0         516,094       5.0              531,918         

Behavior Analyst (BCBA) 1.0              60,000           

Computer Technician 3.5         5.0         4.5         4.5         229,000       4.5         241,000       5.3              283,038         

Custodian 19.0      18.5      18.6      18.6      778,698       18.6      771,468       18.6           802,469         

Data Analyst 0.3              15,193           

District Administrator 8.2         8.2         8.2         8.2         926,739       8.2         858,260       8.2              889,211         

District Admin of Support Services 1.0         1.0         1.0         1.0         59,450         1.0         60,000          1.0              85,000           

District Evaluator -        1.0         1.0         1.0         76,157         1.0         76,157          1.0              78,442           

District SSP/TSP Program Director 1.0              75,000           

Elementary Teacher 128.9    131.5    131.6    132.5    8,747,117   133.5    8,863,052    134.5         9,398,990     

ELL Teacher 1.0         1.0         1.0         1.5         81,159         1.5         85,828          1.5              91,634           

Guidance Counselor 4.6         4.6         5.0         5.0         324,109       5.6         359,427       5.6              379,906         

High School Dept Chair 3.6         3.6         4.3         4.3         325,975       4.3         307,481       4.3              364,590         

High School Teacher 86.6      87.2      91.8      91.8      6,321,460   90.6      6,294,555    91.8           6,687,196     

Info Systems Specialist 0.2         0.2         0.2         0.2         15,231         0.2         15,231          0.2              15,688           

Instructional Coach 2.0              150,000         

K-12 Department Chair 0.6         0.6         0.5         0.5         40,338         0.5         39,952          0.5              50,845           

Library/Media Specialist 7.0         7.0         7.0         7.0         468,097       7.0         462,979       7.0              486,075         

Maintenance Staff 3.0         3.0         3.0         3.0         177,751       3.0         176,384       3.0              184,806         

Middle School Teacher 82.7      83.9      83.4      84.4      5,773,873   83.4      5,645,944    83.4           5,920,078     

Occupational Therapist 3.3         3.1         2.9         2.9         210,700       2.9         272,412       2.9              278,515         

Occupational Therapy Assistant 0.3         0.6         0.5         0.6         30,871         0.6         27,930          0.6              27,930           

Paraprofessional 83.1      85.0      93.1      97.0      2,251,043   101.6    2,311,629    96.5           2,310,517     

Physical Therapist 1.5         1.5         1.5         1.5         112,036       1.5         113,192       1.5              119,134         

Pre-School Teacher 6.2         6.1         6.0         6.7         418,693       6.5         411,211       6.5              437,049         

Principal 8.0         8.0         8.0         8.0         894,740       8.0         889,131       8.0              915,804         

Reading Specialist 7.0         7.0         7.0         7.0         546,217       7.0         548,732       7.0              568,144         

School Adjustment Counselor 2.0         2.0         2.0         2.0         134,753       2.0         111,859       2.0              119,664         

School Nurse 9.8         9.8         8.8         8.8         520,005       8.8         532,018       8.8              566,101         

School Psychologist 9.5         9.5         10.5      10.5      709,810       10.5      691,465       9.5              641,674         

Secretary 15.0      15.2      15.3      15.3      584,451       15.7      617,658       15.7           622,637         

Social Worker -        1.5         2.0         3.0         199,255       3.0         193,966       3.0              207,638         

Speech/Language Pathologist 10.0      10.2      10.7      10.7      778,009       10.8      777,413       10.8           801,878         

Supervisor of Students -        1.0         1.0         1.0         32,800         1.0         33,000          1.0              33,000           

Team Chair 5.2         5.2         5.4         5.4         441,991       5.6         438,896       5.6              448,780         

Technology Specialist 2.0         2.0         2.0         2.0         155,851       2.0         155,087       2.0              163,977         

Tutor 9.9         11.5      10.7      10.7      242,827       11.3      248,319       10.3           231,199         

Grand Total 532.6    545.3    558.2    566.2    33,387,835 571.3    33,388,716 571.5         35,291,873   
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Figure 36:  Staffing By Cost Center and Position

 

 FY12  FY13  FY14 

 Budget 

FY15 

Budgeted  

FY15

 Actual 

FY15 

 Actual       

FY15 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

 Budgeted 

FY16 

 FTE  FTE  FTE  FTE Salary FTE Salary  FTE  Salary 

Administration            9.3            9.1            9.1                 9.1           790,256               9.1             741,156                 9.1             767,539 

Administrative Assistant            5.0            4.8            4.8                 4.8           248,986               4.8             240,986                 4.8             248,155 

District Administrator            4.3            4.3            4.3                 4.3           541,270               4.3             500,170                 4.3             519,384 

Regular Education       342.5       346.3       355.1            357.0     23,116,513          356.5       22,984,435            354.5       24,221,429 

Assistant Principal            4.0            4.3            4.3                 4.3           449,493               4.3             435,942                 4.3             449,396 

Elementary Teacher       109.4       109.4       110.1            110.5       7,315,326          110.0          7,310,007            111.0          7,753,946 

ELL Teacher            1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.5             81,159               1.5                85,828                 1.5                91,634 

Guidance Counselor            4.6            4.6            5.0                 5.0           324,109               5.6             359,427                 5.6             379,906 

High School Dept Chair            3.2            3.2            3.3                 3.3           248,445               3.3             261,700                 3.3             315,673 

High School Teacher          75.0          75.6          79.6               79.6       5,597,888            78.4          5,556,753              79.6          5,895,751 

Instructional Coach                 2.0             150,000 

K-12 Department Chair            0.6            0.6            0.5                 0.5             40,338               0.5                39,952                 0.5                50,845 

Library/Media Specialist            7.0            7.0            7.0                 7.0           468,097               7.0             462,979                 7.0             486,075 

Middle School Teacher          71.7          72.9          72.4               73.4       5,066,360            72.4          4,952,658              72.4          5,188,884 

Paraprofessional          17.6          18.4          20.8               20.8           452,187            22.8             491,754              17.6             422,266 

Principal            8.0            8.0            8.0                 8.0           894,740               8.0             889,131                 8.0             915,804 

Reading Specialist            7.0            7.0            7.0                 7.0           546,217               7.0             548,732                 7.0             568,144 

School Adjustment Counselor            1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.0             76,530               1.0                50,646                 1.0                54,181 

School Psychologist            9.5            9.5          10.5               10.5           709,810            10.5             691,465                 9.5             641,674 

Secretary          11.0          11.0          11.0               11.0           414,338            11.0             434,095              11.0             429,077 

Supervisor of Students              -              1.0            1.0                 1.0             32,800               1.0                33,000                 1.0                33,000 

Technology Specialist            2.0            2.0            2.0                 2.0           155,851               2.0             155,087                 2.0             163,977 

Tutor            9.9            9.9          10.7               10.7           242,827            10.3             225,279              10.3             231,199 

Special Education       119.6       132.5       139.0            145.7       6,388,159          149.9          6,535,875            151.6          6,954,209 

Behavior Analyst (BCBA)                 1.0                60,000 

District Administrator            1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.0           125,000               1.0             118,500                 1.0             122,055 

District Administrator of Support Services           1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.0             59,450               1.0                60,000                 0.6                40,000 

District Evaluator              -              1.0            1.0                 1.0             76,157               1.0                76,157                 1.0                78,442 

District SSP/TSP Program Director                 1.0                75,000 

Elementary Teacher          16.0          18.7          17.7               18.2       1,170,620            19.7          1,294,176              19.7          1,370,950 

High School Dept Chair            0.4            0.4            1.0                 1.0             77,530               1.0                45,781                 1.0                48,917 

High School Teacher            6.6            6.6            8.2                 8.2           464,663               8.2             473,317                 8.2             506,164 

Middle School Teacher            8.5            8.5            8.5                 8.5           521,417               8.5             502,894                 8.5             535,090 

Occupational Therapist            3.3            3.1            2.9                 2.9           210,700               2.9             272,412                 2.9             278,515 

Occupational Therapy Assistant            0.3            0.6            0.5                 0.6             30,871               0.6                27,930                 0.6                27,930 

Paraprofessional          59.2          66.6          72.4               76.2       1,798,856            78.8          1,819,875              78.9          1,888,251 

Physical Therapist            1.5            1.5            1.5                 1.5           112,036               1.5             113,192                 1.5             119,134 

Pre-School Teacher            4.6            4.6            4.2                 5.5           350,388               4.9             311,769                 4.9             330,567 

School Adjustment Counselor            1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.0             58,223               1.0                61,213                 1.0                65,483 

School Nurse            1.0            1.0              -                     -                         -   

Secretary            2.0            2.0            2.0                 2.0             77,623               2.0                76,822                 2.0                81,708 

Social Worker              -              1.5            2.0                 3.0           199,255               3.0             193,966                 3.0             207,638 

Speech/Language Pathologist          10.0          10.2          10.7               10.7           778,009            10.8             777,413              10.8             801,878 

Team Chair            3.2            3.2            3.4                 3.4           277,363               4.0             310,459                 4.0             316,490 

Health Services            9.5            9.2            9.3                 9.3           546,433               9.3             559,837                 9.3             594,754 

District Administrator            0.2            0.2            0.2                 0.2             14,509               0.2                15,900                 0.2                16,377 

School Nurse            8.8            8.8            8.8                 8.8           520,005               8.8             532,018                 8.8             566,101 

Secretary            0.5            0.2            0.3                 0.3             11,919               0.3                11,919                 0.3                12,276 

Athletics            1.2            1.5            1.5                 1.5             93,582               1.5                96,234                 1.5             100,038 

Assistant Principal            0.7            0.5            0.5                 0.5             53,435               0.5                53,435                 0.5                55,015 

Secretary            0.5            1.0            1.0                 1.0             40,147               1.0                42,800                 1.0                45,023 

Extracurricular            0.3            0.3            0.3                 0.3             26,718               0.3                26,717                 0.3                27,508 

Assistant Principal            0.3            0.3            0.3                 0.3             26,718               0.3                26,717                 0.3                27,508 

District Technology            4.4            5.9            5.4                 5.4           308,886               5.4             319,921                 6.1             365,321 

Computer Technician            3.5            5.0            4.5                 4.5           229,000               4.5             241,000                 5.3             283,038 

District Administrator            0.7            0.7            0.7                 0.7             64,655               0.7                63,690                 0.7                66,595 

Info Systems Specialist            0.2            0.2            0.2                 0.2             15,231               0.2                15,231                 0.2                15,688 

Facilities          25.0          24.5          24.6               24.6       1,178,178            25.0          1,159,875              25.0          1,206,630 

Custodian          19.0          18.5          18.6               18.6           778,698            18.6             771,468              18.6             802,469 

District Administrator            2.0            2.0            2.0                 2.0           181,305               2.0             160,000                 2.0             164,800 

Maintenance Staff            3.0            3.0            3.0                 3.0           177,751               3.0             176,384                 3.0             184,806 

Secretary            1.0            1.0            1.0                 1.0             40,424               1.4                52,024                 1.4                54,554 

Grant Funded          20.8          16.1          14.1               13.5           939,110            14.5             964,666              14.2          1,054,446 

Data Analyst                 0.3                15,193 

District Administrator of Support Services                 0.5                45,000 

Elementary Teacher            3.5            3.4            3.8                 3.8           261,171               3.8             258,869                 3.8             274,094 

High School Teacher            5.0            5.0            4.0                 4.0           258,909               4.0             264,485                 4.0             285,282 

Middle School Teacher            2.5            2.5            2.5                 2.5           186,097               2.5             190,393                 2.5             196,105 

Paraprofessional            6.2              -                -                     -                         -   

Pre-School Teacher            1.6            1.5            1.8                 1.2             68,305               1.6                99,442                 1.6             106,482 

Team Chair            2.0            2.0            2.0                 2.0           164,628               1.6             128,437                 1.6             132,291 

Tutor              -              1.7              -                     -                         -                 1.0                23,040 

Grand Total       532.6       545.3       558.2            566.2     33,387,835          571.3       33,388,716            571.5       35,291,873 
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Average Teacher Salaries 
 
With teachers and specialists comprising 62.2% of our district staff, teacher salaries are a major driver of 
the district budget.  Average teacher salaries in our district, historically, have been below the statewide 
average salary.  Obviously, a large determinant of average teacher salary is the experience level of 
district staff.  In general, Reading Public Schools, over the last five years, has had a smaller percentage of 
more veteran teachers and a larger percentage of less veteran teachers.  While this makes the base 
salary level lower than other districts, it translates into larger year over year increases as teachers move 
up the steps of the salary schedule.  In Reading, the average step increase for a teacher is 4.9%.  A less 
veteran staff can also translate to higher professional development expenses since Massachusetts 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ŦƻǊ ǘŜachers to advance from initial to professional licensure.  Teachers who 
ŀǊŜ ŜƴǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƳŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛƴ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘǳƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘΦ 
 
Figure 37 compares average teacher salaries in Reading to statewide average teacher salaries over the 
last several years.  As the data below indicates, average teacher salaries in Reading have averaged just 
over $5,000 below the statewide average over the past seven years.  The gap was largest during the 
2009-10 school year but has since improved modestly.   
 

 
 

 
 
Figure 38 below shows Reading as compared to our financially comparable peers.  As the chart indicates, 
ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜŜǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нлм2-13 
school year. 
 

SY Reading State  Difference

2005-06 55,678     56,366     (688)                  

2006-07 55,008     58,258     (3,250)              

2007-08 61,212     64,164     (2,952)              

2008-09 59,661     67,572     (7,911)              

2009-10 60,300     68,733     (8,433)              

2010-11 64,129     70,340     (6,211)              

2011-12 65,194     70,474     (5,280)              

2012-13 66,048     71,620     (5,572)              

Figure 37:  Average Teacher Salaries 
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Figure 38:  Average Teacher Salaries, Comparison to Peer Districts 

 

Student Demographics and Performance Measures  
 
This section provides student demographic information such as enrollment by school, by grade, and by 
population; class size information; and measures of student performance and student success, such as 
MCAS results, graduation rates, and other key indicators.  This information is intended to provide 
readers with a picture of who our students are and how they are performing and to identify areas of 
need. 

Student Enrollment  
 
Enrollment in our district has remained relatively stable and while we have declined slightly (1.54%) 
since our highest enrollment level in SY12-13.  Over the last ten years we have increased our enrollment 
by 132 students.  ¢ƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ŎŀƳŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ {¸Ωнллт-луΣ {¸Ωнлмл-11, and 
{¸Ωнллс-лтΦ  bŜȄǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ŜƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ 2.7% will be the largest in the last decade, 
with the highest enrollment growth at Reading high school level (4.2% average increase).   
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Figure 39:  Historical and Projected Enrollment by School
7
 

  
 
 
Figure 40:  Historical and Projected Enrollment by Grade Level 

  

 
Much of the financial support that the district receives from state and federal grants and reimbursement 
programs (e.g. Title I, school nutrition reimbursements, or circuit breaker) is driven by enrollments of 
certain populations of students.  These groups often need additional services beyond the general 
education classroom.  These populations include students receiving special education services, students 
whose first language is not English or who have limited proficiency in English, or low income students.  
The figures below show enrollment for these subgroups in our district. 

                                                           
7
 Projections based on the Reading Public Schools Enrollment Projection Report, DeJong Healy, May 21, 2012 

02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17

Al ice Barrows 394 405 409 375 387 406 407 390 399 389 388 369 359 383 382

Birch Meadow 539 527 532 350 363 418 422 412 419 412 393 384 387 412 413

Joshua Eaton 519 490 525 496 482 465 450 442 425 446 453 455 471 473 465

J. Warren Ki l lam 534 554 544 447 453 427 451 455 447 451 446 463 440 445 433

Wood End 351 364 343 348 346 350 367 358 338 335 388 388

A.W. Cool idge 496 509 473 442 426 436 466 476 490 466 462 449 476 453 465

Walter S. Parker 531 534 532 527 566 597 586 562 593 584 593 564 593 566 581

Reading Memoria l 1,222   1,178   1,211   1,222   1,223   1,259   1,222  1,242  1,246  1,262     1,285    1,307    1,251    1,308    1,302 

RISE 58 65 67 72 68 65 76 67 90 100 105 103 95 105 105

District 4,293   4,262   4,293   4,282   4,332   4,416   4,428  4,392  4,459  4,477     4,483    4,432    4,407    4,533    4,534 

% Change 0.2% -0.7% 0.7% -0.3% 1.2% 1.9% 0.3% -0.8% 1.5% 0.4% 0.1% -1.1% -0.6% 2.9% 0.0%

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

2002-03 58        321      336      354      310      308      357      344      363      320      303      325      292      302      4,293   

2003-04 65        300      361      344      350      312      309      348      335      360      277      298      328      275      4,262   

2004-05 67        337      331      341      345      349      307      315      350      340      327      272      308      304      4,293   

2005-06 72        282      369      328      343      346      351      312      313      344      315      327      281      299      4,282   

2006-07 68        324      316      375      328      353      353      355      320      317      315      314      331      263      4,332   

2007-08 65        324      345      318      388      335      349      348      364      321      305      319      323      312      4,416   

2008-09 76        324      343      358      318      393      342      343      347      362      292      304      319      307      4,428   

2009-10 67        280      345      349      363      318      390      353      341      344      334      298      298      312      4,392   

2010-11 90        348      308      351      349      369      315      387      353      343      324      327      301      294      4,459   

2011-12 100      319      362      315      356      347      366      311      390      349      312      327      326      297      4,477   

2012-13 105      302      342      361      324      356      353      362      309      384      323      314      321      327      4,483   

2013-14        103 287      319      351      370      327      355      347      362      304      353      323      308      323      4,432   

2014-15          95 322      298      314      362      366      330      356      346      367      270      357      319      305      4,407   

2015-16        105 321      347      353      345      360      375      318      357      344      340      289      360      319      4,533   

2016-17        105 318      347      356      355      347      358      372      319      355      319      340      288      355      4,534   
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Figure 41:  Special Education Enrollment 

 
 
What is apparent from the table below is that our ELL and low income populations have been steadily 
rising over the last several years.  We saw an increase of 42% or 101 students that meet the federal 
income guidelines for Free Lunch. 
 
Figure 42:  Enrollment by Other Subgroup 

 
 

Class Size 
 
Reading Public Schools has no formal policy on class size but does have a recommended range of 18 to 
22 in Grades K-2, 20 to 25 for Grades 3-5, and 20 to 26 for Grades 6 through 8.  There is no 
recommended range, per se, for High School grades, although the college preparatory level of classes 
should ideally have no more than 20 students per class. 
 

Academic 

Year

Total 

Enrollment

# of 

Students 

on IEP

% of 

Students

% of 

Students 

Statewide

# of Students 

Out of District

2005-06 4282 694 16.0 16.4 73

2006-07 4332 707 16.1 16.7 67

2007-08 4416 753 16.8 16.9 73

2008-09 4428 771 17.2 17.1 63

2009-10 4392 758 17.0 17.0 59

2010-11 4509 734 16.3 17.0 51

2011-12 4447 768 16.9 17.0 64

2012-13 4483 737 17.3 17.0 64

2013-14 4432 767 16.9 17.0 50

2014-15 4414 809 17.3 17.1 61

# % # % # % # % # %

2006-07 72 1.7 11 0.3 129 3.0 82 1.9 47 1.1

2007-08 85 1.9 17 0.4 158 3.6 114 2.6 44 1.0

2008-09 78 1.8 14 0.3 172 3.9 125 2.8 47 1.1

2009-10 83 1.9 16 0.4 204 4.6 152 3.5 52 1.2

2010-11 75 1.7 14 0.3 231 5.2 176 3.9 55 1.2

2011-12 72 1.6 15 0.3 254 5.7 204 4.6 50 1.1

2012-13 81 1.8 20 0.5 261 5.8 213 4.8 48 1.1

2013-14 79 1.8 26 0.6 294 6.6 239 5.4 55 1.2

2014-15 75 1.7 26 0.6 398 9.2 340 7.9 58 1.3

Academic

Year

Reduced Lunch
First Language Not 

English

Limited English 

Proficient
Low-Income Free Lunch
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Figure 43:  Average Class Size, Grades K-12 

 
 
Figure 44:  High School Class Sizes by Grade and Academic Program 

 
 
As Figure 44 shows, the average class sizes for all of the college preparatory level are below the desired 
cap of 20 students.  These optimal class sizes were able to be achieved due to the increase in staffing 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ C¸Ωмп ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ learning environment for students in these 
sections. 
 
Figure 45:  Student to Teacher Ratio by School

8
 

 
 
 
Figure 45 shows the student to teacher ratio as calculated and reported by MA DESE.  The total number 
is not as meaningful due to the way that teacher is defined by DESE in its EPIMS reporting tool.  
However, the comparison between schools as to the relative size of the ratio is valid.  The data indicate 
that student to teacher ratios tend to be lowest at the middle school level followed by the high school.  
This is due to the fact that you have multiple core subject teachers per student, unlike the elementary 
school level. 

 

                                                           
8
 Student to Teacher ratio is calculated by the MA DESE based on SIMS and EPIMS submissions.  It is calculated as the total 

number of teachers as defined by DESE divided by enrollment as submitted by districts in SIMS. 

School Grade K Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12

Barrows 19.3         20.3         17.7         20.7         21.0         20.0         

Birch Meadow 20.3         21.3         19.0         23.7         22.0         22.7         

Joshua Eaton 24.5         20.3         20.3         22.3         22.8         25.3         

Killam 22.0         17.5         20.0         18.8         21.8         20.7         

Wood End 19.3         21.5         21.5         22.0         20.0         21.3         

Coolidge 26.7         26.2         26.5         

Parker 24.5         23.6         26.0         

High School 18.1         20.4         21.5         19.8         

Average 21.1         20.2         19.7         21.5         21.5         22.0         25.6         24.9         26.3         18.1         20.4         21.5         19.8         

AP

Grade 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12

Subject

  English 11.0         14.0         13.3         16.5         20.0         23.2         22.4         22.4         19.6         21.4         23.8         26.0         13.0         

  Math 12.4         15.4         18.8         20.7         22.9         26.2         21.7         26.0         21.8         23.0         27.0         18.3         

  Science 13.3         17.5         16.4         14.5         16.7         23.0         23.2         10.7         19.7         24.0         25.0         19.7         17.5         

  Social Studies 14.0         16.0         19.5         18.7         21.8         21.5         25.0         23.6         24.7         16.0         

Average 12.7         15.7         17.0         15.5         19.0         22.7         23.3         18.3         22.6         22.7         24.1         24.2         16.2         

College Prep Strong College Prep Honors

SY 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Alice Barrows 20.5 to 1 16.7 to 1 15.8 to 1 15.6 to 1 13.8 to 1 13.2 to 1 14.0 to 1

Birch Meadow 18.4 to 1 17.7 to 1 18.1 to 1 17.9 to 1 17.0 to 1 16.0 to 1 13.7 to 1

Joshua Eaton 17.4 to 1 17.3 to 1 18.4 to 1 17.3 to 1 17.5 to 1 16.8 to 1 16.0 to 1

J.W. Killam 17.4 to 1 14.8 to 1 14.4 to 1 15.1 to 1 14.7 to 1 15.6 to 1 16.2 to 1

Wood End 13.9 to 1 12.9 to 1 13.1 to 1 15.4 to 1 15.1 to 1 15.5 to 1 14.2 to 1

A.W. Coolidge 11.7 to 1 12.7 to 1 12.3 to 1 12.3 to 1 12.6 to 1 12.1 to 1 12.0 to 1

W.S. Parker 14.0 to 1 12.5 to 1 11.8 to 1 12.6  to 1 12.5 to 1 12.6 to 1 11.9 to 1

Reading Memorial 15.3 to 1 14.8 to 1 14.9 to 1 15.1 to 1 15.1 to 1 15.0 to 1 14.3 to 1
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State Accountability System  
 

Beginning with the 2012-13 school year, accountability reports changed significantly as a result of 
aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΩ ǿŀƛǾŜǊ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ bƻ /ƘƛƭŘ [ŜŦǘ .ŜƘƛƴŘ όb/[.ύ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΥ ǘƘŜ b/[. Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ млл 
percent proficiency was replaced with a new goal of reducing proficiency gaps by half by 2017; the NCLB 
accountability status labels of improvement, corrective action, and restructuring were eliminated; only 
state accountability and assistance levels are used for districts and schools, including charter schools; 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) has been replaced with a new performance measure (the Progress and 
Performance Index, or PPI) that incorporates student growth and other indicators, including science and 
dropout rates; and reports show a new "high needs" subgroup, an unduplicated count of all students in 
a school or district belonging to at least one of the following individual subgroups: students with 
disabilities, English language learners (ELL) and former ELL students, or low income students. 
 
The aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΩ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ !ŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ !ǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ districts 
on a five-level scale, with the highest performing in Level 1 and lowest performing in Level 5. The system 
is also a measure of ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƎŀǇ ƛƴ ƘŀƭŦ 
between 2010/11 and 2016/17.  Schools making sufficient progress toward narrowing proficiency gaps 
ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ [ŜǾŜƭ мΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ [ŜǾŜƭǎ п ŀƴŘ рΦ 
In general, districts are classified into a level based on the level of their lowest performing school. 
 
For individual schools, all schools with sufficient data are classified into Levels 1-5. Eighty percent of 
schools are classified into Level 1 or 2 based on the cumulative Progress and Performance Index (PPI) for 
the aggregate and high needs group. Schools are classified into Level 3 if they are among the lowest 20 
percent relative to other schools in their grade span statewide, if they serve the lowest performing 
subgroups statewide, or if they have persistently low graduation rates. The lowest achieving, least 
improving Level 3 schools are candidates for classification into Levels 4 and 5, the most serious 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΩ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ    
 
Schools with one or more subgroups that are among the lowest performing subgroups statewide are 
classified into Level 3, and the names of those groups are displayed. These schools are referred to as 
Level 3 Focus schools. For a subgroup to be low performing, it must meet two criteria: (1) the subgroup 
must place in the lowest performing 20 percent of like subgroups within the school type category 
statewide, and (2) the subgroup must place in the lowest performing 20 percent of all subgroups 
statewide within the same school type. 
 
The U.S. Department of Education also requires Massachusetts to determine which districts have 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ! ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
determination is based on six categories: Meets Requirements-Provisional (MRP); Meets Requirements 
(MR); Meets Requirements-At Risk (MRAR); Needs Technical Assistance (NTA); Needs Intervention (NI); 
and Needs Substantial Intervention (NSI). In most cases these categories correspond to the district's 
accountability and assistance level, except when the district has specific compliance needs. This 
designation helps signal whether outcomes for all students in the district indicate progress, including 
that of students with disabilities, or whether technical assistance and/or intervention is needed to 
improve outcomes for all children, especially students with disabilities. 
 
Information above is excerpted or adapted from the Massachusetts Department of Secondary and Elementary 
9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ  !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ Ŧƻǳnd at:  
http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/accountability/2014/GlossaryTerms.pdf 

Reading Public Schools Accountability 

http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/accountability/2014/GlossaryTerms.pdf
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In 2014, the Reading Public Schools district was classified Level 3, as the Joshua Eaton Elementary School 
was given a Level 3 classification by the DESE, indicating it to be among the lowest performing 20% of 
subgroupsτ with a focus on High Needs.   Currently, the district has been working with the state and 
the Joshua Eaton team to address these issues.  In addition, a Joshua Eaton task force (consisting of both 
educators and community members) has also been established.  The charge of the task force is to 
develop and oversee a comprehensive plan to elevate Joshua 9ŀǘƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 59{9Ωǎ [ŜǾŜƭ о 
accountability rating and to continually move the school forward in a positive direction.   This includes 
looking at all aspects of the school community, reviewing input from the DSAC survey, providing 
additional avenues for community input, recommending specific and sustainable action steps to the 
School Advisory Council and/or Reading Public Schools administration, and establishing an effective 
means of communication among all school stakeholders.  The FY16 recommended budget also includes 
some key restructuring of funds to address this issue and to better assist the district in moving forward. 
Figure # -- ōŜƭƻǿ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ 
 

Figure 46 Υ  {¸Ωмп-15 DESE Accountability Rating by School 

 
 

Massachusetts Student Assessment  
 
The Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) was designed to meet the requirements 
of the Education Reform Law of 1993. This law specifies that the testing program must: 
 
¶ test all public school students in Massachusetts, including students with disabilities and English 

Language Learner students; 
¶ measure performance based on the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework learning standards; 

and, 
¶ report on the performance of individual students, schools, and districts. 

 
Currently, Massachusetts is transitioning to a next generation assessment and is testing the PARCC to be 
a new state test that could replace MCAS for English/language arts and math in 2016 for grades 3-8.  
PARCC stands for the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers.  The 2014-2015 
school year is the last year of a 2-ȅŜŀǊ t!w// άǘŜǎǘ ŘǊƛǾŜέ ŦƻǊ aŀǎǎŀŎƘǳǎŜǘǘǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 
ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ t!w// ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘŜǎǘΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ άǘŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǎŎhool 
districts had the opportunity to choose MCAS or PARCC, and 54% of districts chose PARCCτincluding 

School Title I Status
Accountability and 

Assistance Level

Alice M Barrows Elementary Non-Title I School (NT) Level 2

Birch Meadow Elementary Non-Title I School (NT) Level 2

Joshua Eaton Elementary Title I School (TA) Level 3

J Warren Killam Elementary Title I School (TA) Level 2

Wood End Elementary Non-Title I School (NT) Level 2

Arthur W Coolidge Middle Non-Title I School (NT) Level 2

Walter S Parker Middle Non-Title I School (NT) Level 2

Reading Memorial High Non-Title I School (NT) Level 1
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ǘƘŜ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ   ¢ƘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘ ƛƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴŜǿ 
curriculum standards that began a few years ago. 
 
In order to make sure students are learning what they need to know and be able to do at each grade 
level, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education and local educators periodically upgrade 
Massachusetts' curriculum standards.  Also, although Massachusetts 4th and 8th graders had been ranked 
#1 in the U.S. for reading and math, more than 1 in 3 Massachusetts high school graduates (who passed 
MCAS) had also been determined to require remedial courses when they enrolled in public higher 
education.  As the MCAS was over a decade old and not designed to be a predicator of college readiness, 
the state began an effort to upgrade state standards and to explore a next generation assessment.  
 
The state and educators were already working on this upgrade when development of the Common Core 
State Standards (CCSS) began in 2009, and the two efforts merged.  DESE staff and the Curriculum 
CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ wŜǾƛŜǿ tŀƴŜƭǎ ŦƻǊ aŀǘƘ ŀƴŘ 9[! ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƻƴ /ƻǊŜ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
2000/2001 frameworks, and detŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ 
emerging revisions, but were stronger in several regards.  In July 2010, the Massachusetts Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education voted to adopt the Common Core Standards. In September 2010, 
the department staff, in collaboration with the members of the original Framework Revision 
Committees, then made unique state additions to the CCSS. Specifically, Massachusetts added more 
than 20 math standards, as well as pre-kindergarten and ELA standards.  The final versions of the new 
frameworks for math and ELA standards were adopted by the board in December 2010 and published in 
March 2011. 
 
Since the publication of the new standards, the Reading Public Schools (along with all Massachusetts 
school districts) have been updating their ELA and math curricula and have been conducting 
professional development to align with new standards. Teachers have also been shifting instructional 
strategies to align with the upgraded standards.  For instance, the new math standards focus on fewer 
topics each year so students have time to learn concepts deeply, and the new English language arts 
standards require students to speak and write in a variety of formats and support their ideas with 
evidence from authoritative sources.  wŜŀŘƛƴƎ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
Massachusetts districts, chose to participate in PARCC in order to give students and teachers a head 
start on experiencing a next generation assessment system which is aligned to our new learning 
standards and could be replacing the MCAS permanently.   
 
!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǇǊƛƴƎΩǎ t!w// ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ н-ȅŜŀǊ άǘŜǎǘ ŘǊƛǾŜΣέ ǘƘŜ 
2014-2015 PARCC results will be official.  Just as with MCAS, students will receive performance results. 
Parents and teachers will receive reports, and teachers can use that information to help pinpoint 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎΦ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ t!w// ƛƴ ǎǇǊƛƴƎ нлмрΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ 
their 2015 accountability levels "held harmless," which means that a district's accountability level can 
only improve or remain the same based on student performance on the assessmentς it cannot decline 
from its 2014 level next year.  PARCC will also not cause any interruption in a diǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 
student growth percentiles (SGPs).  SGPs are calculated using a relative comparison of each student with 
his or her "academic peers." With a sufficiently representative sample, the state has indicated that it can 
reliably calculate SGPs when a student takes MCAS one year and PARCC in the next year.  Grade 10 
students will not take PARCC this yearτthey still must pass MCAS as a graduation requirement. MCAS 
science and MCAS-Alt will continue as is for all grades. 
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Like MCAS, PARCC is not meant to tell the whole story about what students know and can do.  Rather, 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ άŎƘŜŎƪ-ǳǇέ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ  t!w// 
includes two parts in English/language arts and two parts in math. The first part όŀ άtŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ-Based 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ƭŀǘŜ aŀǊŎƘ ƻǊ ŜŀǊƭȅ !ǇǊƛƭύ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƘŀƴŘ-
ǎŎƻǊŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇŀǊǘ όŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴ ά9ƴŘ ƻŦ ¸ŜŀǊ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ aŀȅύ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ-scored 
and targets reading and math comprehension. Combined, the two parts are designed to provide an 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ 
 
Information above is excerpted and/or adapted from the Massachusetts Department of Secondary and Elementary 
Education website.  Additional information about PARCC can be found at: http://www.doe.mass.edu/parcc/ 

 
Figure 47 below shows MCAS performance data for last year. 
 
Figure 47:  SY'2013-14 MCAS Performance, Reading versus State 

 
 
 

Grade and Subject CPI SGP

DISTRICT STATE DISTRICT STATE DISTRICT STATE DISTRICT STATE DISTRICT STATE

GRADE 03 - READING 67 57 12 12 55 46 29 33 4 10 87.7 N/A

GRADE 03 - MATHEMATICS 70 68 24 31 46 38 23 21 7 11 87.2 N/A

GRADE 04 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS64 54 14 13 50 41 30 33 6 13 85.3 45

GRADE 04 - MATHEMATICS 53 52 18 20 35 32 42 36 5 12 82.4 48

GRADE 05 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS76 64 18 18 58 46 20 26 5 10 90.3 42

GRADE 05 - MATHEMATICS 69 61 39 30 30 30 22 24 9 15 86.2 48

GRADE 05 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 59 53 19 20 40 33 35 34 6 13 83.8 N/A

GRADE 06 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS82 68 22 16 60 52 15 23 3 9 93.1 56

GRADE 06 - MATHEMATICS 75 60 41 29 34 31 18 25 7 15 88.2 58

GRADE 07 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS84 72 7 11 76 61 12 21 4 7 94.2 40

GRADE 07 - MATHEMATICS 66 50 20 17 46 33 25 26 9 24 84.8 44

GRADE 08 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS91 79 23 14 69 65 6 14 3 8 96.1 50

GRADE 08 - MATHEMATICS 59 52 22 19 38 33 31 29 9 19 81.9 41

GRADE 08 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 57 42 6 4 51 38 38 41 5 18 82.9 N/A

GRADE 10 - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS98 90 47 41 51 48 2 8 1 3 99.2 47.5

GRADE 10 - MATHEMATICS 89 79 61 53 27 25 10 15 2 7 95.6 31

GRADE 10 - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG 86 71 38 29 48 42 13 24 1 5 95.7 N/A

ALL GRADES - ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS80 69 20 18 60 51 17 22 4 8 92.2 46

ALL GRADES - MATHEMATICS 69 60 32 28 37 32 24 25 7 15 86.6 46

ALL GRADES - SCIENCE AND TECH/ENG67 55 21 17 46 38 29 33 4 12 87.4 N/A

Proficient or Higher Advanced Proficient Needs Improvement Warning/ Failing

http://www.doe.mass.edu/parcc/
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Figure 48:  Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher on ELA MCAS 

 
 
 
Figure 49:  Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher on Math MCAS 

 
 

Figure 50:  Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Above by Subject and School 
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Barrows 67% 70% 60% 72% 72% 65% 74% 72% 51% 80% 76% 69% 79% 74% 67% 71% 64% 69%

Birch Meadow 63% 55% 52% 73% 60% 58% 73% 65% 56% 75% 62% 47% 75% 71% 62% 71% 66% 59%

Eaton 76% 80% 77% 80% 76% 72% 77% 72% 68% 76% 74% 65% 72% 69% 59% 70% 60% 53%

Killam 72% 74% 65% 77% 74% 60% 76% 71% 71% 75% 76% 65% 69% 71% 64% 70% 71% 55%

Wood End 71% 72% 67% 75% 70% 75% 70% 73% 75% 66% 74% 68% 69% 71% 61% 63% 64% 63%

Coolidge 89% 84% 59% 91% 81% 55% 90% 77% 52% 91% 76% 57% 89% 74% 52% 87% 65% 57%

Parker 91% 76% 70% 90% 77% 56% 90% 78% 51% 87% 74% 66% 88% 67% 53% 87% 71% 59%

RMHS 95% 90% 82% 90% 90% 89% 95% 93% 87% 97% 96% 88% 98% 94% 90% 98% 90% 87%
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Figure 51:  Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Above, ELA MCAS 

 
 
 
Figure 52:  Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher, Math MCAS 
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Figure 53: Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher, Science & Technology MCAS 

 
 
 
Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 
Measuring student performance relative to standards specific to each grade level is useful in 
determining whether a student has met the standards for that grade. There are, however, several 
obstacles to using this approach ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ growth. This is why DESE developed 
άǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘƛƭŜǎΣέ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
assessment scores to changes in assessment scores of other students with similar scores in prior years. A 
student growth percentile ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ōȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
progress of other students with similar performance histories. We refer to students with similar score 
ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ άŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜŜǊǎΦέ 
 
Figure 54A:  Student Growth Percentile, ELA MCAS 
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Percentiles are commonly understood values that express the percentage of cases that fall below a 
certain score. For example:  
 

¶ A student with a growth percentile of 90 in 5th grade mathematics grew as much or more 
than 90 percent of her academic peers (students with similar score histories) from the 4th 
grade math MCAS to the 5th grade math MCAS. Only 10% of her academic peers grew more 
in math than she did.  

 

¶ A student with a growth percentile of 23 in 8th grade English language arts grew as well or 
better than 23 percent of her academic peers (students with similar score histories) from 
the 7th grade ELA MCAS to the 8th grade ELA MCAS. This student grew less in ELA than 77% 
of her academic peers.  

 
Because growth is ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 
matter how a student performed on the MCAS last year.  In any given testing year, each student has an 
equal opportunity to grow at the 99th percentile.  In other words, even though a student may not 
achieve a score of 278 out of 280 this year, it is possible for a student to have grown at the 99th 
percentile from last year to this year. Although a student may perform well below the proficiency mark, 
that student could potentially have a high growth percentile. Such an occurrence could indicate that a 
program, a new approach, or something else is working for this student.  LǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ƻǊ άǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘέ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 40 and 60, and 
indicates that differences in SGP of fewer than 10 points are likely not very educationally meaningful. 
 
It is helpful to think of growth as a statistic that puts assessment achievement into greater context. 
Achievement scores answer one thing: how did a student fare relative to grade level standards in a given 
year. Student growth percentiles add another layer of understanding, providing a measure of how a 
student changed from one year to the next relative to other students with similar MCAS test score 
histories.  The most appropriate measure for reporting growth for a group is the median student growth 
percentile (the middle score if one ranks the individual student growth percentiles from highest to 
lowest). The average or mean is not an appropriate measure when comparing percentiles.   
 
Figure 54B:  Student Growth Percentile, Math MCAS 
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Equal in importance to analyzing overall performance on state standardized assessments is the analysis 
of performance by subgroup.  State assessment results are tracked by a number of subgroups in 
addition to all students and those subgroups include low income students, high needs students, 
students of different race/ethnic backgrounds, and students with disabilities.  Data on historical 
performance and student growth percentiles on the state MCAS by subgroup are shown below. 
 
Figure 55:  MCAS Performance by Subgroup 

 
 
Figure 56:  MCAS Student Growth Percentile by Subgroup 

 
 
The data above illustrate that there is an achievement gap between our higher needs populations and 
the general student population.  These gaps are being addressed through a number of initiatives 
outlined in our district improvement plan goals, including the behavioral health of our students through 
the implementation of programs such as the Massachusetts Tiered System of Supports.   
 
Some of the above information is excerpted and/or adapted from the Massachusetts DESE website.  Additional 
information on student growth can be found at:  http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/growth/ 

Other Measures  of Performance  

Student Attendance  
 
Student attendance is one measure of how supported students feel which affects their willingness to 
come to school.  The attendance rates in our district have exceeded the state average over the years.  
CƛƎǳǊŜ рт ōŜƭƻǿ ǎƘƻǿǎ wŜŀŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ όǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀōǎŜƴǘ ŦŜǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ мл Řŀȅǎύ 
compared to our peers.  The data is sorted from lowest to highest rates for the SY2012-13.  . 
 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

All Students 81 83 83 83 82 80 76 75 76 76 76 72

Students w/disabilities 52 49 51 48 46 44 40 37 40 38 31 28

Low income 61 61 64 65 60 62 48 47 53 47 44 41

High needs 54 53 52 52 45 42 37 34

Afr. Amer./Black 68 55 56 55 49 60 46 33 44 41 44 35

ELA  - % Proficient of Above Math  - % Proficient of Above

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

All Students 51 58 52 54 53 46 59 54 55 53 53 47

Students w/disabilities 46 52 49 49 44 39 59 51 55 48 35 39

Low income 45 55 54 52 48 40.5 53 46 57 45 40 41.5

High needs 49 50 46 40 55 48 37 41

Afr. Amer./Black 50 52 54 47 42 43 36 52 63 53 47 38

ELA - Student Growth Percentile Math - Student Growth Percentile

http://www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/growth/
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Figure 57:  Percent of Students absent fewer than 10 Days 

 

Student Discipline  
 
Districts report to the MA DESE different metrics of student discipline.  These include the percent of 
students suspended out of school at least once, the number of incidents per 100 students resulting in 
out-of-school suspension, and the number of criminal, drug- or tobacco-related, and violent incidents 
resulting in out-of-school suspensions.  Our district has a relatively low rate of student discipline 
incidents, particularly as compared to the state.  However, even among our comparable peers, we have, 
on average one of the lowest incident rates per 100 students that result in out-of-school suspension.  
Figure 58 below shows the comparison with the state and our comparable peers where we have the 
fourth lowest incident rate. 
         
Figure 58:  Number of Incidents per 100 Students Resulting in Out-of-School Suspension 

 

 
 


























































































































































